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As the number of women entering postsecondary education continues to increase 
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014), universities will be tasked with ensuring that 
their pregnancy leave policies and practices are aligned with the principles of 
organizational justice. When organizations are aware of the perceptions of both decision 
makers and those affect by decisions, they are able to alter policies and practices in a way 
that promotes perceptions of fairness. 
The present study examines department head and faculty member perceptions of 
pregnancy leave practices in a university setting. This study is a replication/follow-up of 
two studies conducted in 2005 and 1995 on perceptions of pregnancy leave practices 
within a university setting. The results indicate that department heads and faculty 
members similarly perceive the fairness of options to cover a pregnant faculty member’s 
responsibilities. Department heads and faculty also rated their willingness to use an 
option similarly. Additionally, department heads are more willing to use options that they 
perceived as fair and are less likely to use options they perceived as unfair. The findings 
of this study indicate that it is important for those affected by decisions such as 
pregnancy leave practices to experience voice in the decision-making process. The results 
of this study should be useful to universities and department heads when determining 
how to cover the responsibilities of a faculty member on pregnancy leave. 
 
 
1 
Introduction 
The current study is a follow-up to studies conducted in 1995 and 2005 on the 
perceptions of faculty pregnancy leave practices. This study examines the university’s 
current pregnancy leave practices and the perceived fairness of those practices to both the 
pregnant faculty member and other faculty members in the department. This study 
addresses the perceived fairness of pregnancy leave practices and does not address 
maternity or paternity leave practices. Pregnancy leave is medical leave associated with 
pregnancy, childbirth, and related medical conditions. When a parent elects to leave work 
to attend to a newborn child it is maternity or paternity leave. Under the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993 (FMLA; U.S. Department of Labor, 1993), an individual is 
granted up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave for family and medical purposes, which cover 
maternity and paternity leave. Pregnancy leave, on the other hand, is equivalent to leave 
granted for other medical conditions.  
Pregnancy Leave 
As of 2013, there were 72.7 million women in the United States who were 
employed in the labor force (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Women comprise 47 
percent of the United States labor force. It is projected that with the continual increase of 
women joining the labor force, they will exceed the percentage of men in the labor force 
by 2018 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010). With the increased presence of women 
in the labor force, the work issues related to women require the attention of employers, 
particularly company polices related to motherhood. Of the 72.7 million women in the 
labor force, 50.8 million were mothers (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Because 
women and mothers are members of the labor force, the government has implemented 
laws to prevent discrimination and to provide a form of job security.  
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The Pregnancy Discrimination Act (PDA) of 1978 was enacted to make clear that 
discrimination based on pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical conditions is a form of 
sex discrimination and is prohibited (i.e., Title VII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 
1972; U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity, 2014). Congress passed this law as a way to 
deter discriminating practices due to pregnancies in the workplace. According to the 
PDA, it is illegal for employers to discriminate against women due to pregnancy or 
childbirth with regard to hiring, promotion, demotion, provision of benefits, or 
termination processes. However, according to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (2014), there were 5,342 pregnancy-related discrimination charges in 2013. 
FMLA grants employees 12 weeks of unpaid time off for family and medical 
purposes. Maternity and paternity leave and adoption are covered under this act. This law 
allows parents to spend time at home before or after a childbirth or adoption. With the 
FMLA being the only U.S. law that protects parental leave for childbirth, it makes the 
United States the least generous country out of 21 high-income countries for the allotted 
amount of protected leave and the amount of pay granted during leave (i.e., no payment 
during leave; Ray, Gornick, & Schmitt, 2010). However, neither the PDA nor FMLA 
address specific terms or conditions for leave related to pregnancy or childbirth. With 
regard to higher education institutions, most female faculty members take pregnancy 
leave that consists of a few weeks of sick/medical leave (Wilson, 1999). Even with PDA, 
some institutions require pregnant female faculty members to use their sick/medical leave 
before or after childbirth.  
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Pregnancy Leave Policies in Academia 
One work environment that has already experienced a shift in the ratio of women 
to men is academia. In postsecondary education, 50 percent of the labor force is women 
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). Forty years ago, women made up only 22.5 
percent of the academic labor force (American Association of University Professors; 
AAUP, 2001). There are a number of personal and institutional barriers and challenges 
that female faculty who choose to have children encounter as they balance work and 
family life (Wolf-Wendel & Ward, 2006). The work-family balance for faculty members 
can be more trying for women than men because of childbirth and the role of motherhood 
(AAUP, 2001). The demands of childbirth/motherhood become even more difficult in a 
workplace that is structured by masculine norms; academia is a workplace that follows 
the male work model (Fothergill & Feltey, 2003). Mason and Goulden (2002) agreed that 
that one of the main reasons that in the past the female presence has not been as prevalent 
in comparison to men is due to the male career model of the academic workplace. 
Childbirth interrupts the careers of more female faculty members than any other physical 
disability or family obligation (AAUP, 2001). In fact, 87 percent of women become 
mothers while a member of the labor force. For women in academia, the most intensive 
part of their career, as they try to establish themselves and gain tenure, coincides with 
prime childbearing years. Therefore, many female faculty members are forced to make a 
choice between making their profession a priority or having children (AAUP, 2004). 
 The AAUP (2001) provided academic institutions with suggested 
principles/guidelines to follow when constructing policies/practices related to family 
leave that promote a healthy work-family balance. The AAUP suggested that the 
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academic institution modify teaching schedules, allow for the tenure clock to be placed 
on pause, and provide assistance for family responsibilities. The AAUP also stated that 
no set of policies fits every institution. However, regardless of the polices/practices for 
family leave that the academic institution implements, they need to provide faculty with 
flexibility and the policies/practices need to be fair to all. Weststar (2012) suggested that 
to ensure the equability of pregnancy/parental leave policies, the academic institution 
should provide guidelines to its members about the exact process to follow when 
arranging leave and what is and is not an acceptable leave arrangement. To ensure all 
faculty members are being treated fairly and equitably, the academic institution should 
monitor the actual use of its policies/practices over time (AAUP, 2001). Although the 
AAUP encouraged the development of policies/practices related to family leave, most 
academic institutions address a faculty’s member leave on an ad hoc basis and have no 
formal policies/practices about how a department should handle a faculty member’s 
absence (Wilson, 2003). 
When an academic institution addresses pregnancy leave on an ad hoc basis, it 
results in a lack of consistency across faculty members and departments and 
inconsistency in the leave arrangements over time (Weststar, 2012). Wilson (2003) 
discussed a number of ways that academic institutions have addressed the absence of a 
faculty member on pregnancy leave. Some of the methods that have been used to cover 
the classes of a pregnant faculty member are: making team teaching arrangements, not 
offering the courses typically taught by the faculty member on leave, hiring a temporary 
instructor, and other faculty members cover the classes as a departmental service. Leider 
(1996), Schirmer (2005), Shoenfelt (1995), Shoenfelt and Pedigo (2006), and Shoenfelt 
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and Schirmer (2005a; 2005b) found that hiring a temporary instructor, having other 
faculty members in the department cover the class(es), taking leave without pay, using a 
team teach teaching model, and teaching bi-term courses (i.e., courses lasting half the 
weeks a normal semester would entail) were the most favored options among department 
heads. The studies found that department heads were most willing to use the option of 
hiring a temporary instructor. Hiring a temporary instructor also was perceived as the 
fairest option by the faculty members of the university. Having other faculty members in 
the department cover the class(es) of the female faculty member during pregnancy leave 
was the most frequently used option.  
Weststar (2012) also examined the methods that a university used to cover the 
classes of faculty members during pregnancy/parental leave. Weststar found that over 
time, the university had implemented a variety of methods, including condensing the 
faculty member’s course load, having the faculty member use course releases acquired 
through external research funding, having the faculty member teach a course overload 
upon return, or requiring the faculty member to work while on leave. Weststar found that 
there was not a noticeable pattern of methods used across departments, and that for some 
faculty members who had more than one child while a member of the university, 
different leave arrangements were made for each child. Leider (1996) and Shoenfelt 
(1995) found that pregnancy leave practices that used options that involved the least 
amount of work for the pregnant faculty member were perceived to be the most fair to the 
pregnant faculty member. Options that involved the least amount of extra work for other 
faculty members were perceived as the most fair to other faculty.  
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Another prevalent method that has emerged over time as a way for female faculty 
members to manage giving birth during their career in academia is for the faculty 
member to plan births to suit the academic year (Weststar, 2012). One of the unwritten 
rules that has developed in academia is that the female faculty members should try to 
plan childbirth between May and August (Wilson, 1999). When the faculty member is 
able to successfully plan childbirth to coincide with the academic year, it is ideal because 
it is the least disruptive method and allows for the faculty member to spend more time 
with her child after she gives birth. This unwritten rule for female faculty members to 
plan the timing of their child’s birth is because of the inflexibility of many institutions in 
regard to pregnancy leave policies or practices. When a female faculty member is not 
able to manage her pregnancy to coincide with the academic calendar, she typically will 
have to take advantage of the university’s pregnancy/parental leave policies. Many 
female faculty members find their institution’s policies to be inadequate. Whereas it is 
unfair to ask female faculty members to schedule their pregnancy to correspond with the 
breaks of the academic year, it is also unfair to expect other faculty members to manage 
an additional load to cover the absence of the pregnant faculty member.  
Both Wilson (1999) and Weststar (2012) stated that an ad hoc approach to a 
faculty member’s need to take pregnancy leave leads to an unstructured and inconsistent 
implementation of practices. When a workplace does not have a uniform policy for 
approaching the need of an employee to take pregnancy/parental leave, it enables 
individual negotiation and bargaining to occur (Weststar, 2012). Hollenshead, Sullivan, 
Smith, August, and Hamilton (2005) found that out of 255 higher education institutions’ 
work-family policies, 60 percent indicated that the details of faculty members’ leave was 
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negotiable. During the process of negotiating leave, the faculty member and department 
head may negotiate a variety of details such as length of leave, benefit level, flexibility of 
timing, and class coverage (Weststar, 2012). The negotiation and bargaining process of 
pregnancy leave can be difficult for the faculty member because the decision-making 
process is decentralized and up to the department chair (Wilson, 1999). When the 
institution does not provide a clear context for the norms of pregnancy/parental leave, it 
can lead to the faculty member requesting leave to feel anxiety, fear, embarrassment, and 
guilt as she attempts to arrange/negotiate her leave (Weststar, 2012). Also, because the 
faculty member is at the mercy of the department chair, she may be reluctant to negotiate 
aggressively or at all.  
When class coverage for a faculty member’s pregnancy/parental leave is 
determined on an individual basis with no uniform policy/practice to support it, there may 
be inequity (Weststar, 2012). Many institutions have a written pregnancy policy, but the 
policies typically are ambiguous and non-directional (Wilson, 1999), which leads to 
different interpretations and implementation of the policy across departments within 
institutions (Armenti, 2004). Schultz (2007) agreed that the family leave policies of 
higher education institutions are problematic because of the way that polices are actually 
practiced and structured. Kirby and Krone (2002) studied policies related to work-family 
balance in higher education and found that in most institutions there is a disconnect 
between the policies written and the polices used. Weststar (2012) stated that the source 
of continuing inequity could be attributed to two factors, the lack of uniform 
policies/practices and/or the inconsistency in applying methods to cover the classes of 
faculty members on pregnancy/parental leave. The AAUP (2001) stated that the lack of 
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uniform policy and practices related to pregnancy and family leave are a significant 
source of inequity. The excessive variability in policies across institutions and within 
institutions leads to inequity across faculty members, especially female faculty members 
(Norrell & Norrell, 1996). A negative perception of pregnancy/parental leave benefits has 
developed among members of academia because there is belief that benefits are 
unequally distributed and are not based on a uniform and structured system, but rather 
based on the department head’s authority (Armenti, 2004).  
Grover (1991) examined the perceived fairness of parental leave polices and 
found that there were a few factors that were positively related to the perceived fairness 
of parental leave policies. Being of childbearing age, having children, planning to bear 
children, or holding an overall positive attitude toward women were positively related to 
perceptions of policy fairness. Grover’s findings indicate that individuals are influenced 
by how the policies/practices are distributed and the individuals’ personal relation to the 
policies/practices in determining perceptions of fairness.  
In summary, few higher education institutions have formal polices to guide 
departments in determining pregnancy leave practices (Wilson, 2003). It should be a goal 
of institutions to provide guidance and structure in their pregnancy/parental leave policies 
that eliminates arbitrariness and uneven application and ensures fairness to all (Weststar, 
2012). Therefore, it is important to understand how all faculty members, including 
pregnant faculty members and department heads, perceive the fairness of pregnancy leave 
policies and practices. By understanding how faculty members perceive the fairness of 
various options used to cover the classes of pregnant faculty during pregnancy leave, 
information can be provided to guide decision makers when developing and 
 9 
implementing policies to ensure they are considered to be fair. Consideration of  the three 
components of organizational justice (i.e., distributive justice, procedural justice, and 
interactional justice), would enable higher education institutions to implement pregnancy 
policies and practices that are beneficial and fair to both the pregnant faculty member and 
other faculty members. Organizational justice will be discussed next. 
Organizational Justice 
Organizational justice is defined as an organizational member’s perception of how 
he/she is treated in the workplace setting relative to moral appropriateness (Cropanzano, 
Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007). Because justice affects an employee’s relationship with the 
organization, managers should use the principles of organizational justice to guide the 
decisions they make, the manner in which they make those decisions, and how they treat 
their employees (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Organizational justice can have many 
implications for employee attitudes and behavior (Ribeiro & Semedo, 2014). 
Organizational justice theory focuses on how employees determine if they are being 
treated fairly so that the attitudes and behaviors that result from these perspectives can be 
determined and predicted (Moorman, 1991).  
 Organizational justice includes three components: distributive justice, procedural 
justice, and interactional justice (Colquitt, 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007; Greenberg, 
1990b). Research related to the conceptual structure of organizational justice has been 
inconsistent. However, to fully understand organizational justice and its effects on an 
employee’s behavior and attitudes all three components (i.e., distributive justice, 
procedural justice, and interactional justice) need to be understood (Greenberg, 1993). 
Greenberg (1990b) indicated that when an employee is determining the presence of 
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organizational justice, he/she evaluates how the decisions that impact him/her are made 
and how he/she is treated during the process and the implementation of those decisions. 
Once an organization understands how an employee determines justice perceptions and 
the factors that influence those perceptions, then the organization is better able to 
understand the benefits of justice and consequences of injustice. The following sections 
will review the literature related to the three components of organizational justice: 
distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justices.  
Distributive Justice 
Distributive justice is the first component of organizational justice (Cropanzano et 
al., 2007). Distributive justice focuses on an individual’s social comparisons to others 
(van den Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997). To make this comparison and determine 
fairness, an individual compares what he/she has contributed to the organization and the 
outcome he/she has received relative to the inputs and outcomes of others (Greenberg, 
1993). When information about the contributions and outcomes of others is available, 
distributive justice is the most clear and effortless evaluation of justice for the perceiver 
(van den Bos, Lind, et al., 1997). 
There are three principles of distributive justice that guide how outcomes are 
allocated and how distributive justice is perceived (Cropanzano et al., 2007). The first 
principle is the equity principle, which means that individuals receive outcomes in 
proportion to their contributions. The second principle is equality. The equality principle 
is that everyone receives the same outcome. The last principle is the need principle, 
which states that outcomes will be based on deficiency or urgency of needed material 
resources (Cropanzano et al., 2007). These principles are further discussed below. 
 11 
Equity principle. The equity principle is the central base of distributive justice 
(Morand & Merriman, 2012). Adams (1965) defined equity as a situation where the 
recipient’s outcomes are proportional to his/her contribution. Inequity occurs when an 
individual’s contributions are not proportional to the outcomes received, or if their input 
outcome ratio compared to others is not equal. Adams’ (1965) input to outcome ratio was 
created to demonstrate that the decision maker should allocate rewards or outcomes in 
proportion to the contribution of each person. Inputs refer to factors the individual brings 
or contributes to the organization (e.g., effort, experience, education). Outcomes are the 
return that an individual receives from his/her inputs (Adams, 1965). Van den Bos, Lind, 
et al. (1997) found that an individual with equally proportioned contributions to others 
will be the least satisfied when his/her outcomes are less than others. The imbalance of 
contributions to outcomes should motivate individuals to try and restore equity (Adams, 
1965). However, Cosier and Dalton (1983) reformulated Adams’ input to output ratio 
into a model that incorporates a time dimension. They argued that time and repeated 
inequity are important factors to consider when addressing future behaviors relative to the 
equity principle. By considering past inequity, the predictive strength of motivation to 
reduce inequity can be better understood (Cosier & Dalton, 1983).  
Equality principle. The difference between the equity and equality principle of 
distributive justice is that equality does not require knowledge of other recipients’ 
contributions to perceive fairness (Schwinger, 1986). The equality principle indicates that 
all recipients should receive equal outcomes regardless of their inputs or their need. There 
are two main reasons that an organization will apply the principle of equality. Either the 
organization finds it difficult to discern differential inputs or they choose not to recognize 
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different individual levels of input to outputs, perhaps as a way to build a culture of 
solidarity (Morand & Merriman, 2012). Schwinger (1986) stated that if the organizational 
focus is on interpersonal relationships or teamwork, then the equality principle should be 
applied. 
Need Principle. The difference between the equity and equality principles and the 
need principle of distributive justice is that with the need principle, the decision maker 
will deviate from the other two principles in favor of the needier recipient (Schwinger, 
1986). The need principle states that an individual who has a greater need should receive 
more than an equal share when compared to another individual with less need. Need is 
independent of contribution and is based on who needs what, not the value of the 
individual to the organization (Schwinger, 1986). 
Procedural Justice 
 One of the biggest criticisms of distributive justice is that it does not evaluate how 
the procedures used to determine the allocated outcomes influence the perception of 
justice (Leventhal, 1980). Procedural justice expands distributive justice by considering if 
the process used to determine allocated outcomes is just (Greenberg, 1993). Van den Bos, 
Lind, et al. (1997) argued that many times individuals do not know the outcomes and/or 
contributions of others, which is needed to determine distributive justice. The 
interpretation of procedural justice is more obvious to the perceiver when the only 
information that can be used to evaluate justice is from the implementation of the process 
(van den Bos, Lind, et al., 1997). 
 Within procedural justice there are two models. The first model is the 
instrumental model, which was developed through Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) control 
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theory. The second model is the relational or group-value model (Lind & Tyler, 1988). 
From these models an important aspect of procedural justice, known as voice, was 
brought to the forefront of research. Voice plays an important role in procedural justice 
because it defines the act of an individual participating in the process to determine 
outcomes. Last, to fully understand procedural justice, the rules for procedural justice 
must be understood. These aspects of procedural justice will be discussed in the next 
section of this review on organizational justice.  
Instrumental model. The instrumental or self-interest model of procedural 
justice is based on the view that people are only concerned with maximizing their 
personal gain (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Konovsky (2000) stated that individuals only care 
about the process being fair so that fair outcomes will result. It is believed that fair 
procedures will lead to fair outcomes; therefore, people do not care about the process 
independently of the outcomes. The level of perceived procedural justice is dependent on 
the level at which favorable outcomes are perceived (Conlon, 1993). Lind and Tyler 
(1988) agreed that an individual will view procedures to be more favorable when the 
process advances that individual’s own interest or assists him/her in securing beneficial 
long-term outcomes. Additionally, Lind and Tyler determined that there are four 
variables that affect procedural justice when the instrumental model is applied: (1) if the 
outcomes resulting from the procedure being implemented are in favor of the perceiver 
(2) the amount of control that the perceiver has over the outcomes, (3) the level of 
outcome fairness that results from the procedure implemented, and (4) the level of 
outcome consistency across individuals when implementing procedures.  
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The amount of control the perceiver experiences during the process is the most 
studied variable of the instrumental model. Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) control theory 
states that there are two forms of control. The first form of control is decision control. 
Decision control is the amount of control an individual has in determining the outcomes. 
The second form of control, process control, refers to the control that an individual has 
over the procedures used to determine outcomes. Individuals want to have process 
control because they believe it will increase their opportunity to receive favorable 
outcomes (Tyler, 1987). By viewing procedural justice through control theory, the 
perceiver is evaluating justice based on the distribution of control bestowed to those 
affected by the outcomes. Control theory claims that for procedural justice to be 
perceived, the persons involved must have control throughout the process and he/she 
must believe that the process used renders the best possible outcomes (Thibaut & Walker, 
1975). Conlon (1993) found support for the instrumental model when evaluating an 
organizational appeal procedure. Participants perceived there to be procedural justice 
when they had both process control and decision control, in support of control theory. 
Conlon also found that if there was a high level of procedural control and a low level of 
decision control, the participants still perceived there to be a level of procedural justice.   
Relational model. The second model is the relational model or group-value 
model. This model is grounded in the idea that for a process to be perceived as fair, it 
must take into account the views and values of the group (Tyler, 1989). This model is the 
opposite of the instrumental model because it assumes that a person within a group will 
not focus on his or her own self-interest when evaluating procedural justice, but instead 
will want the procedure to be beneficial and positive for the group as a unit (Lind & 
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Tyler, 1988). This model also includes the assumption that people value lasting 
relationships with others because the group enables the attainment of self-esteem and 
social status. According to the group-value model, for procedural justice to be perceived, 
the process must demonstrate respect for all persons involved and it must acknowledge 
that the individual belongs to an established group. When the procedure is perceived to 
exhibit a lack of dignity, value, or self-worth, the process will be viewed as unjust (Tyler, 
1989). However, the perception of procedural justice is high when the core values of the 
group align with the process being implemented (Conlon, 1993).  
Lind and Tyler (1988) indicated that there are specific variables that influence 
procedural justice when applying the group-value model: (1) the level of consensus 
among group members, (2) the ability to maintain a cordial relationship with the decision 
makers, (3) security of group unity, and (4) and the value of the group. Conlon (1993) 
conducted a study that illustrates the influence group unity and value of the group have 
on procedural justice. Conlon found that to perceive procedural justice through the group-
value model, a certain level of experience or familiarity with the group and its members 
must be established. An individual who identifies with a group but does not associate 
with the members regularly or is unsure about his/her standing within that group would 
not perceive there to be a high level of procedural justice.  
Voice. The voice component of procedural justice was developed for the 
instrumental and relational models. Voice is the extent to which an individual is able to 
make his/her opinions, views, and suggestions known to the decision maker(s) during the 
process, and the degree to which the opinions/views/suggestions are considered (Tyler, 
1987). Van den Bos, Lind, et al. (1997) conducted a study that manipulated whether 
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participants were allowed to voice their opinion. In this study, the outcome that each 
participant received was held constant. The findings of this study indicated support for 
the importance of the perceiver’s voice in the process. Participants were more satisfied 
with their outcomes when given the opportunity to voice their opinion than were 
participants who were not provided with the opportunity. One important aspect of these 
findings is that they were dependent on the fact that the perceiver did not know the 
contribution and outcomes of others. Therefore, distributive justice was not contemplated 
by the perceiver because of the lack of information (van den Bos, Lind, et al., 1997). This 
study indicates the importance of voice within procedural justice. Tyler (1987) found that 
more opportunities an individual was given to experience voice resulted in an increased 
perception of procedural justice 
Voice stemmed from the instrumental model of procedural justice. Thibaut and 
Walker (1975) said that procedural justice is increased when there is an opportunity for a 
person to offer information to decision makers concerning the process. Individuals infer 
that if they are provided with voice, they have some control over the outcome and can try 
to use this opportunity to fulfill their own self-interest (Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). 
Tyler (1987) studied the relation between procedural justice and voice based on control 
theory. Tyler found that when an individual is presented with opportunities to express his 
or her opinion, but does not perceive the opportunity to alter the decision that will be 
made by those with authority, the individual will experience a lack of decision control. 
However there will be high process control if the individual has voice in a procedure and 
feels that the authority figures listened, respected, and considered their opinion. Even if a 
 17 
person experiences low decision control but high-process control through voice, he/she 
will likely perceive procedural justice to be present (Tyler, 1987).  
However, the relational model disagrees with the instrumental model on the role 
of voice. According to the relational model, voice enhances value because the 
opportunity allows for the presence of the group’s opinion to be implemented into the 
process (Lind et al., 1990). When the group has an impact on the procedure that results in 
favorable outcomes, this enhances the group’s status or standing, therefore enhancing 
perceived procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Lind et al. (1990) examined how 
voice affected procedural justice based on the instrumental model and the relational 
model. They found that the control factors of the instrumental model produced strong 
voice effects; but, it is important to note that control factors did not account for all of the 
effects of voice. Lind et al. concluded that although instrumental model voice is strong, 
the relational model voice effect on procedural justice is equally as strong.  
Now that the two models of procedural justice have been presented and the 
importance of voice is understood, it is important to know how individuals perceive the 
fairness of the process used to make decisions. 
Procedural justice rules. The procedural justice rules describe the structure or 
cognitive component of how procedural justice is perceived (Konovsky, 2000). The 
cognitive component is how perceivers judge the fairness of the how the decision was 
made. Leventhal (1980) established that there were six rules of procedural justice. 
Leventhal’s procedural justice criteria are consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, 
correctability, representativeness, and ethicality. After Lind and Tyler (1988) established 
the group-value model, Tyler (1989) identified procedural justice rules that were specific 
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to the relational model. Tyler’s justice criteria are neutrality, standing, and 
trust/benevolence. Konovsky (2000) noted that one of the key reasons to understand how 
fairness is perceived is to better know the outcomes related to employee behavior and 
attitudes. 
The first justice rule that Leventhal (1980) identified was the consistency rule. 
The consistency rule indicates that the procedures implemented are consistent across 
individuals and over time. When the procedure being enforced is not consistent with past-
enforced processes, there will be a lack of perceived consistency leading to the perception 
of a violation of procedural justice. This rule encourages stability in the process even 
when the outcomes may differ.  
The second procedural justice rule that Leventhal (1980) established was bias 
suppression. This rule stresses that for there to be procedural justice, the process must not 
be influenced by personal self-interest or devotion to a prejudiced thought (Leventhal, 
1980). The bias suppression rule was based on the instrumental model; the rule of 
neutrality is formed from the relational model. The rule of neutrality states that the 
decision maker(s) should base decisions strictly on facts and are not to take into 
consideration any biased or discriminatory opinions (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989). 
Luo (2007) agreed that for procedural justice to exist there must not be any 
discrimination in the preparation or execution of a procedure. When an individual 
believes that the persons involved in the procedure are gaining an advantage through the 
process being implemented, they will perceive a violation of procedural justice.  
The accuracy rule is another procedural justice rule; it states that when a process 
is being implemented, it should be based on solid information and opinions that are 
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supported by facts (Leventhal, 1980). The accuracy rule is particularly important when 
applying methods to gather information and opinions. Lind and Tyler (1988) and Tyler 
(1989) incorporated the importance of accuracy in the relational model rule of neutrality, 
which states that decisions should be made based on facts. If inaccurate methods are used 
to obtain information about the process to be implemented, it will lead to inaccurate 
information, causing a perception of procedural injustice.  
Leventhal’s (1980) fourth procedural justice rule was the correctability rule. The 
doctrine of this rule is that, during the process there must be opportunities to change or 
reverse decisions (Leventhal, 1980). An important aspect of the correctability rule is that 
it allows for an appeal procedure to be executed at any point in the process, including 
after an outcome of the procedure has been enacted. Having appeal procedures for 
reviewing and modifying decisions at different phases of the process increases the level 
of perceived procedural justice. A heightened level of procedural justice exists when the 
appeal procedure is easy to activate and is free of punishment or retaliation. Last, for the 
appeal structure of the correctability rule to increase procedural justice, it must be 
accompanied by the bias suppression rule. If biases or self-interest impact the appeal 
procedure, procedural justice will be perceived as having been violated.  
The fifth rule presented by Leventhal (1980) was the representativeness rule. This 
rule indicates that for there to be procedural justice, the process must mirror the views 
and concerns of the persons affected. This means that the persons perceiving the 
existence and level of procedural justice will attribute a higher level of fairness if they 
influenced the decision.  
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The relational model standing or status recognition is a rule similar to the 
representativeness rule in that for the process to be viewed as fair, the persons receiving 
the outcomes of the decision must be considered. The standing or status recognition rule 
illustrates that the decision maker(s) must show respect for the individual’s views and 
identity within the organization (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989). The decision maker(s) 
should consider the views of all individuals affected by the decision prior to making a 
decision (Luo, 2007).  
One of the challenges of the standing or status recognition rule is that typically 
more than one subgroup is affected by the decision. Leventhal (1980) states that 
representatives of different subgroups should be involved in the process. When a decision 
impacts multiple subgroups, it is difficult to increase the level of perceived justice of all 
affected, but providing them with a voice in the process through a representative 
facilitates a greater level of fairness. Luo (2007) suggested that it is important for open 
discussion to occur among all persons involved in the development and execution of 
procedures.  
Leventhal’s (1980) last procedural justice rule is the ethicality rule. This rule 
acknowledges that for an individual to perceive that procedural justice exists, the process 
must be harmonious with the person’s moral and ethical values. This rule helps enforce 
that there is no bribing or deception during the process.  
The relational model rule of benevolence states that the decision maker(s) must 
attempt to do the right thing (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Incorporating the benevolence rule 
into the process means that the decision maker(s) are considering the values of the 
persons receiving the outcome. Another term for the benevolence rule is the trust rule, 
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which indicates that the decision maker(s) must be honest throughout the process (Tyler, 
1989). Regardless of the terminology, when an individual feels that their moral or ethical 
standards have been violated, they will, in turn, perceive procedural justice to be 
nonexistent. Now that distributive justice and procedural justice have been presented, it is 
important discuss interactional justice.  
Interactional Justice 
 The third form of organizational justice is interactional justice. Colquitt (2001) 
found evidence in his meta-analysis that interactional justice is indeed its own form of 
justice. Greenberg (1987) also identified that interactional justice was a separate facet of 
organizational justice. Distributive and procedural justice both focus on the structure of 
fairness, but for organizational justice to be fully evolved there also must be a social 
focus (i.e., interactional justice; Greenberg, 1993). Interactional justice refers to how an 
individual is treated by another person while procedures are being implemented (Colquitt, 
2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007). Interactional justice is distinct from procedural justice 
because it focuses on the implementation of procedures rather than the process of 
decision-making and distribution of outcomes (Greenberg, 1993).  
   A person experiences interactional justice when he/she receives information 
regarding the process and decision through respectful and sensitive communication. 
Interactional justice places weight on the one-on-one interactions that individuals have 
with each other (Cropanzano et al., 2007). The focus of interactional justice is that the 
perceiver determines the presence of justice based on the decision maker(s) not the 
process (procedural justice) or the outcome (distributive justice; Cropanzano et al., 2007). 
Because interactional justice involves one-on-one interaction with authority figures who 
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make decisions, this form of justice can vary daily and is less stable over time 
(Cojuharenco & Patient, 2013).  
 Interactional justice is composed of two subcategories. The first is informational 
justice. Informational justice is present when the authority figure or decision maker(s) are 
truthful and give the individuals involved information and reasons why the process to 
determine such an outcome was implemented and why an outcome resulted (Cropanzano 
et al., 2007). In addition, for an individual to perceive that informational justice exists, 
the information given must be viewed as having a genuine intent and based on sound 
reasoning (Greenberg, 1993). The second subcategory within interactional justice is 
interpersonal justice. Interpersonal justice occurs when an individual is treated with 
respect, courtesy, and value by the authority figure (Cropanzano et al., 2007). 
 Similar to procedural justice, interactional justice has criteria to determine if 
interactional justice is present. Bies and Moag (1986) identified four criteria of 
interactional justice. For interactional justice to be present, there must be an explanation 
for the outcomes, which is known as justification. The second criteria, truthfulness, must 
be present from the decision maker(s). The third criterion is that the decision maker(s) 
must demonstrate respect for the perceiver(s). The fourth criterion is propriety, which 
refers to the decision maker(s) not engaging in prejudicial or unwarranted actions or 
remarks (Bies & Moag, 1986). Shapiro, Buttner, and Barry (1994) added three more 
criteria to interactional justice based on the findings of their study that examined the 
factors that enhanced perceived fairness among MBA students. Shapiro et al. found that 
for interpersonal justice to exist, the procedural explanation must be reasonable, the 
information regarding the procedure and outcome must be presented in a timely manner, 
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and the decision maker(s) should tailor the presentation of information to the specific 
individual(s). 
Kernan and Hanges (2002) extended the criteria of interactional justice by finding 
support for communication quality and the perception of implementation. They found 
that the quality of communication needs to extend beyond justification because 
individuals value information provided after the reason for the decision has been 
explained. In addition, interactional justice is based on the perceiver’s perception of 
implementation. The perceiver is aware of the objectives of a decision based on the 
communication or justification process; however, he/she will use this information to 
compare what is said and what is happening. Interactional justice is partially dependent 
on the perception of implementation (Kernan & Hanges, 2002). There are many factors 
that can influence the way an individual perceives justice, which will be discussed in the 
following section.  
Factors that Influence Perceived Justice 
 One of the factors that influences how justice is perceived is the form in which 
information is provided (i.e., information regarding the process to decided outcomes; Van 
den Bos, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997). Procedural information typically is given before the 
perceiver is aware of the outcome and contributions of others; therefore, procedural 
fairness influences perceptions of justice more strongly than does distributive justice (van 
den Bos, Vermunt, et al., 1997). Along with which information comes first, it is 
important to consider what information is readily available. When an individual knows 
enough information to make social comparisons, he/she will judge the fairness of the 
outcome through distributive justice. An individual will judge the fairness of the outcome 
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through procedural justice if the only information the individual has is relevant to the 
process of determining the outcomes  
Similar to how the information factor affects the perception of organizational 
justice, the way that justice is framed can affect how an individual perceives justice. 
Cojuharenco and Patient (2013) examined how employees perceive justice based on the 
focus being placed on fairness versus unfairness. They found that when the employee 
perceives fairness, he/she place emphasis on distributive justice of workplace outcomes. 
When the employee perceives unfairness, he/she places emphasis on interactional justice. 
The employee will contemplate the communication and the level of courtesy and respect 
experienced. Cojuharenco and Patient also found support to explain why framing the 
evaluation of justice as fair versus unfair affects the facet of justice on which the 
employee focuses. Evaluating fairness promotes a more abstract explanation of the 
workplace experience whereas unfairness promotes a more concrete explanation of 
workplace experiences. Now that frameworks of distributive, procedural, and 
informational justice have been discussed and how an individual’s perceptions can be 
influenced, it important to understand the benefits and consequences of organizational 
justice. 
Benefits of Justice and Consequences of Injustice 
The benefits of organizational justice and consequences of injustice can be 
divided into unit-level process and unit-level performance. Organizational justice 
research enables organizations to know and predict specific employee behavior and 
attitudes related to justice and injustice and to apply appropriate justice methods.  
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Organizational unit-level processes are defined as social categorizations that 
result in a collective outcome (e.g., cohesion, organizational commitment, job 
satisfaction; Whitman, Caleo, Carpenter, Horner, & Bernerth, 2012). Whitman et al. 
conducted a meta-analysis of the consequences of organizational justice and found that, 
overall, the relation between organizational effectiveness and organizational justice are 
significantly correlated. Therefore, when the climate and culture of an organization foster 
organizational justice, that organization will see a positive return in the form of collective 
effectiveness. Whitman et al. also found that interactional justice is most strongly related 
to unit-level processes. Howes, Cropanzano, Grandey, and Mohler (2000) agreed that 
interactional justice was the form of justice most strongly related to unit-level processes. 
When there is perceived team support through interpersonal justice, it predicts increases 
in team commitment, team satisfaction, and group cohesion. Howes et al. found that 
perceived organizational support for an individual through interpersonal justice predicted 
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and reduced turnover intentions. 
Distributive justice and procedural justice have been shown to be related to unit- 
level processes. Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) and Masterson (2001) found that 
organizational citizenship behavior was predicted by distributive and procedural justice. 
Procedural justice was found to be the strongest predictor of organizational commitment 
and trust. However, it should be noted that whereas procedural justice was the strongest 
predictor, both distributive and interactional justice were related to organizational 
commitment and trust. Colquitt’s (2011) meta-analysis supported Cohen-Charash and 
Spector’s (2001) findings. Colquitt (2001) found that distributive, procedural, and 
interactional justice predicted trust and commitment. In addition, job satisfaction was 
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found to be predicted by all three forms of justice (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). 
Rousseau, Salek, Aubé, and Morin (2009) found that the benefits of unit-level processes 
go beyond organizational benefits to result in individual benefits. When a worker 
experienced interactional justice and coworker support, it improved the worker’s 
psychological health. In addition to this finding, Rousseau et al. found support for the 
reduction of psychological distress through procedural justice.  
Unit-level performance within an organization is impacted by individual 
outcomes (e.g., productivity, improved job performance, customer satisfaction; Whitman 
et al., 2012). Whitman et al. found that distributive justice is highly linked to unit-level 
performance. However, Howes et al. (2000) found that interpersonal justice can have an 
influence on unit-level performance. They found that when interpersonal justice exists 
and is experienced through organizational support for team quality, team performance 
improves. On an individual level, though, it was found that job performance and 
effectiveness are the result organizational justice (Colquitt et al., 2013). Another unit-
level performance factor that is influenced by organizational justice is customer 
satisfaction or loyalty. Maxham and Netemeyer (2003) found that when organizational 
justice is present, customer satisfaction and loyalty will improve from a spillover effect.  
Equally as important as the benefits of justice are the negative consequences that 
result from organizational injustice. Liu and Ding (2012) found that when interpersonal 
justice does not exist, individuals are more likely to engage in both organizational 
deviance (i.e., negative actions taken against the company) and individual deviance (i.e., 
negative actions taken against individuals in the workplace). These outcomes resulted 
from organizational members perceiving a lack of organizational support and the 
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presence of interpersonal injustice. Greenberg (1990a) found that when employees 
experience inequity without procedural justice, they are far more likely to engage in 
counterproductive work behaviors. Shaw, Wild, and Colquitt (2003) found that 
distributive justice and procedural justice have a negative relation to workplace 
retaliation. The study also found that the likelihood of workplace retaliation is increased 
when there is a lack of informational justice.  
The psychological well-being of an employee can be affected by organizational 
justice. When an individual did not experience interactional justice, group support, or 
perceived there to be procedural justice in the organization, it was found to result in 
psychological stress (Rousseau et al., 2009). In agreement, it was found that when there is 
distributive, procedural, or interactional injustices, it resulted in psychological strain on 
the worker (Francis & Barling, 2005). 
In sum, there is an abundance of empirical support for the three constructs of 
organization justice: distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice. 
Organizational justice theories must be understood to develop a positive organizational 
climate, predict employee behavior and attitudes, and to develop and implement fair 
policies and practices. Because it is beneficial to understand organizational justice, this 
study addresses the fairness of pregnancy leave policies and practices of a university 
setting. 
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Present Study 
 The present study examines the perceived fairness of the pregnancy leave 
policies/practices of a university. This study addresses the practices currently being 
implemented within departments of the university, willingness to use different options for 
covering the class(es) for pregnant faculty during pregnancy leave, and the perceptions of 
option fairness. As noted in the literature review, the department head is ultimately the 
decision maker in the implementation of policies and practices in his/her department. 
Therefore, it is important to understand what options and processes for covering classes 
during pregnancy leave are perceived as fair by the department heads. Note that in this 
study the term department head refers to department heads, department chairs, or school 
directors at the university. Also, the perceptions of faculty members with regard to the 
options and processes used to cover classes during pregnancy leave are important because 
they are affected by the implementation of the policies. 
A questionnaire was administered to the department heads and faculty members 
addressing various options for covering classes during pregnancy leave and, for each 
option, the perceived fairness to pregnant faculty member and to other faculty members 
in the department. Also, the department heads and the faculty were asked to rate the 
appropriateness of the method used to determine which option(s) to use to cover the 
responsibilities of the faculty member on leave. Using Vroom and Yetton’s (1973) 
model, five decision-making methods were adapted and used in this study: autocratic, 
consultative, individual participative, group participative, and delegation.  
The review of the literature outlined the importance of utilizing the three 
components of organizational justice (i.e., distributive justice, procedural justice, and 
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interactional justice) when developing and implementing policies and practices. In 
addition, the benefits associated with organizational justice and consequences of injustice 
were discussed. Based on the literature and previous studies (Leider, 1996; Schirmer, 
2005) the following hypotheses were tested. 
The options for covering the classes of pregnant faculty members have remained 
relatively stable from 2005 (Schirmer, 2005) to present and, other than the addition of 
web-based courses, the options have remained constant since 1995 (Leider, 1996). 
Therefore, it is proposed that the options reported in 2005 and 1995 will be similar to 
those reported in 2015. 
Hypothesis 1a: The frequently used options for covering the classes of pregnant 
faculty on leave 10 years ago will be similar to the current options frequently used. 
Hypothesis 1b: The frequently used options for covering the classes of pregnant 
faculty on leave 20 years ago will be similar to the current options frequently used. 
Greenberg (1990b) stated that when individuals determine the fairness of a 
practice or policy they evaluate who is affected and how the affected person is treated. 
Schirmer (2005) found that department heads and faculty were in agreement with regard 
to options they were most willing to use to cover the responsibilities of female faculty 
members on pregnancy leave and their perceived fairness of each option to both the 
faculty member on leave and other faculty members within the department. Based on the 
findings of Schirmer (2005) and the literature on how fairness perceptions are developed 
(Colquitt, 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007; Greenberg, 1990b; Moorman, 1991), 
department heads and faculty members should have similar perceptions of an option’s 
fairness. Rationally, department heads and faculty also should agree on their willingness 
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to use an option because this perception likely is based on the perceived fairness of the 
option.  
Hypothesis 2a: There will be agreement between department heads and faculty 
with regard to options they are most willing to use.  
Hypothesis 2b: There will be agreement between department heads and faculty 
with regard to an option’s fairness to pregnant faculty. 
Hypothesis 2c: There will be agreement between department heads and faculty 
with regard to an option’s fairness to other faculty. 
Organizational justice affects an employee’s relationship with the organization 
(Cropanzano et al., 2007); therefore, department heads should be keen to use options they 
perceive as fair. Department heads also should be more willing to use options that they 
perceive as fair due to all the benefits associated with fair policies and practice such as 
positive employee attitudes and behaviors (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Greenberg, 
1993; Materson, 2001; Ribeiro & Semedo, 2014), psychological well-being (Francis & 
Barling, 2005), and overall employee satisfaction (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 
Howes et al., 2000; Whitman et al., 2012). 
Hypothesis 3a: Department heads will be more willing to use options that they 
perceive as fair to pregnant faculty than options they perceive as less fair to pregnant 
faculty.  
Hypothesis 3b: Department heads will be more willing to use options that they 
perceive as fair to other faculty members in the department than options they perceive to 
be less fair to other faculty members in the department.  
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According to the U.S. Department of Education: National Center for Education 
Statistics (2011), from 2000 to 2008 the percentage of students taking an internet/web-
based course increased from 8% to 20%. This increase in the number of students 
enrolling in internet/web-based courses justify the reasoning that departments heads 
would begin to use the option that the pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-
based courses the semester of the pregnancy as a way to cover her responsibilities while 
on leave (Schirmer, 2005). Since 2003, postsecondary education has continually 
increased the number of internet/web-based courses offered (Bell & Federman, 2013). 
Allen and Seaman (2011) found that in 2011 31% of the nation’s college students took at 
least one internet/web-based course. Internet/web-based courses can be as effective as 
traditional classroom instruction (Bell & Federman, 2013). With the increased demand 
from students to have internet/web-based courses since 2005, the frequency with which 
the option that the pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based courses the 
semester of the pregnancy as a way to cover her responsibilities while on leave should 
have increased. Because the student demand has increased over the past decade and 
research has determined that internet/web-based classes can be as effective as traditional 
classroom instruction, department heads should be more willing to use the option that the 
pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based courses the semester of the 
pregnancy as a way to cover her responsibilities while on leave than they were a decade 
ago.  
Hypothesis 4a: Frequency to use the option “pregnant faculty member teaches 
internet/web-based course the semester of the pregnancy” will be greater than it was 10 
years ago.  
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Hypothesis 4b: Department heads and faculty will be more willing to use the 
option “pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based course the semester of the 
pregnancy” than they were 10 years ago.  
According to Adam’s (1965) Equity Theory, within distributive justice, inequity 
and dissatisfaction are the results of imbalanced input/outcome ratios. Some of the 
options for covering the responsibilities of a pregnant faculty member on pregnancy leave 
require assistance from other faculty members. When an option involves another faculty 
member’s assistance with minimal payoff, it results in an imbalance of the input/outcome 
ratio and should be perceived as less fair. Options that require less of other faculty 
members or where the input/outcome ratio is balanced for other faculty members are 
expected to be perceived as more fair.  
Hypothesis 5: Department heads and faculty will perceive options that increase 
the workload of other faculty members in the department to be less fair than those that 
require no input from other faculty members in the department.  
 A decision processes is perceived as more fair when it allows for voice (Lind & 
Tyler, 1998; Tyler, 1987; van den Bos, Lind, et al.,1997). According to the Vroom-
Yetton model of decision-making, the participative and consultative methods allow for an 
individual to experience voice. The autocrat does not allow the individual who is affected 
by the decision (i.e., pregnant faculty member) to experience voice during the decision-
making process. The delegation method does not allow the decision maker (i.e., 
department head) to have a voice in the decision-making process.  
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Hypothesis 6: Department heads and faculty will perceive participative and consultative 
decision-making methods to be more appropriate than autocratic methods or delegated 
methods.  
Method 
The data for this study were collected through the administration of two 
questionnaires. The first questionnaire was administered to all the department heads on 
the university campus, and is referred to as the Department Head New-Child Faculty 
Leave Practices Questionnaire (see Appendix A). The questionnaire administered to the 
department heads is a modified replication of the questionnaire that was used to conduct 
the 1995 (Leider, 1996; Shoenfelt, 1995) and 2005 (Schirmer, 2005; Shoenfelt & Pedigo, 
2006; Shoenfelt & Schirmer, 2005a; 2005b) studies. The New-Child Faculty Leave 
Practices Questionnaire (see Appendix B) was administered to faculty members on the 
university campus. The items on the questionnaires remained similar to the 2005 study; 
however, at the request of the Provost of the University information also was gathered in 
relation to adoption leave and paternity/maternity FMLA leave. However, for the current 
study only the information gathered in relation to pregnancy leave was of interest.  
Department Head Questionnaire 
 Participants. All 48 department heads across a university campus were asked to 
complete the Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire. Forty-
five department heads completed the Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave 
Practices Questionnaire for a response rate of 93.75%. Of this sample, 16 were female 
and 28 were male. The sample mean for years as department head was 6.26 years (SD = 
5.43).  
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Questionnaire development. The Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave 
Practices Questionnaire is a modified replication of the questionnaire that was developed 
in 2005 (Schirmer, 2005; Shoenfelt & Pedigo, 2006; Shoenfelt & Schirmer, 2005a; 
2005b), which was similar to the questionnaire developed in 1995 (Leider, 1996; 
Shoenfelt, 1995). The questionnaire was used to gather data on the current options used 
to cover the classes of pregnant faculty during pregnancy leave, and the perceived 
fairness of each method. The Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave Practices 
Questionnaire inquired about practices used from January 2005 through January 2015.  
 The questionnaire was originally developed in 1995 using a focus group of six 
female faculty members who had given birth while employed at the university campus 
(Leider, 1996; Shoenfelt, 1995). The 1995 questionnaire identified 15 options for 
covering the classes of faculty on pregnancy leave. In 2005, two options were added to 
the original list, resulting in 17 different options for covering the responsibilities of a 
pregnant faculty member on pregnancy leave (Schirmer, 2005; Shoenfelt & Pedigo, 
2006; Shoenfelt & Schirmer, 2005a; 2005b). The 2005 questionnaire contained an item 
that asked the department head’s opinion regarding the appropriate length of time off for 
pregnancy leave; this item also was included in the current questionnaire. Last, the 2005 
questionnaire added a section for the department head to rate the appropriateness of five 
decision-making strategies for determining which option to use to cover for female 
faculty on pregnancy leave; this item also was included in the current questionnaire. The 
decision-making strategies were adapted from the Vroom and Yetton (1973) model of 
decision-making. The decision-making method in which the department head determines 
which option(s) to use to cover classes for the pregnant faculty member without 
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consulting the faculty member is autocratic. The decision-making method in which the 
department head consults with the pregnant faculty member, but the department head 
determines which option(s) to use to cover classes for the pregnant faculty member is 
consultative. The decision-making method in which the department head and the 
pregnant faculty member decide together which option(s) to use to cover classes for the 
pregnant faculty member is individual participative. The decision-making method in 
which the pregnant faculty member independently decides which option(s) to use to 
cover her classes while she is on pregnancy leave is delegation. The decision-making 
method item that reflects the group participative method is that the department faculty as 
a group decide the option(s) to be used to cover classes for the pregnant faculty member.  
 For the current study’s Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave Practices 
Questionnaire, two additional options for covering faculty leave were identified from the 
results of the 2005 study. One more option was added to the previously identified 
options, which resulted in a total of 20 options. A question was added asking department 
heads if the tenure clock of a female faculty member who takes pregnancy leave should 
be stopped and, if so, for how long. Also, the willingness to use scale was adjusted from a 
5-point scale used in 2005 to a 4-point scale for the 2015 study. 
The first section of the Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave Practices 
Questionnaire contained demographic items that included the following: department, 
length of time as department head, and gender. Next the department heads were asked to 
report the number of pregnancies that had occurred in his/her department since 2005 and 
to record the number of times each option had been implemented in his/her department to 
cover a pregnant faculty member’s responsibilities during pregnancy leave. The 
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department heads then rated the 20 options for covering responsibilities in terms of their 
willingness to implement each option. The department heads also rated each option in 
terms of how fair they perceived the option to be to the pregnant faculty member and to 
other faculty members in the department. Next, the department heads rated the five 
decision-making strategies for determining pregnancy leave options in terms of 
appropriateness. The questionnaire requested logistical information regarding the 
reasonable length of time for a pregnant faculty member to be on pregnancy leave, if the 
tenure clock of a female faculty member who takes pregnancy leave should be stopped 
and, if so, for how long. Last, the questionnaire requested information about additional 
options that have been used to cover classes during pregnancy leave that were not listed 
as one of the 20 options and any additional comments concerning options for covering 
class(es) for pregnant female faculty members during pregnancy leave. Note that no 
additional options for covering the responsibilities of pregnant faculty on pregnancy 
leave were identified by department heads.  
Questionnaire administration. A hard copy of the Department Head New-Child 
Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire, a letter from the Provost explaining the purposes 
of the questionnaire (see Appendix C), the current university policy for pregnancy leave 
(see Appendix D), and a reference sheet with option definitions (see Appendix E) were 
provided to each department head. The questionnaire, letter, and policy were hand 
delivered to each department head by an industrial/organizational psychology graduate 
research assistant. The questionnaire was delivered on January 7, 2015. The department 
heads were asked to complete the questionnaire by January 16, 2015. This deadline 
provided the department heads with six business days to return the completed 
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questionnaire. Reminder emails were sent by the Provost’s office to encourage the 
department heads to return their questionnaire. The department heads were provided an 
addressed return enveloped and were instructed to use campus mail to return their 
completed questionnaire to the Provost’s office. The completed questionnaires were 
retrieved from the Provost’s office by an industrial/organizational psychology graduate 
research assistant. Follow-up communication occurred with some department heads after 
they had completed and returned their questionnaire to verify some responses.  
Faculty Questionnaire 
 Participants. All 791 faculty members of the university campus were invited by 
email to complete the New-Child Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire. Two-hundred 
and seven full-time faculty members responded to the survey, for a response rate of 
26.17%. Of this sample, 123 were female (i.e., 59.4%) and 84 were male (i.e., 40.6%). Of 
this, 150 (i.e., 72.4%) had children and, of these respondents, 92 had a child during their 
career at the university.  
 Questionnaire development. The New-Child Faculty Leave Practices 
Questionnaire was similar to the department head questionnaire. First, the New-Child 
Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire contained demographic items including sex, 
tenure, years at the university, and childbearing status. Second, the questionnaire asked 
each faculty member to rate the options for covering classes in terms of their willingness 
to implement each option. The faculty members then rated each option in terms of how 
fair they perceived the option to be to the pregnant faculty member and to the other 
faculty members in the department. Next, the faculty members rated the appropriateness 
of the five decision-making strategies for determining pregnancy leave options for 
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covering classes. Last, the questionnaire requested logistical information regarding the 
reasonable length of time for a pregnant faculty member to be on pregnancy leave, if the 
tenure clock of a female faculty member who takes pregnancy leave should be stopped 
and, if so, for how long. 
 Questionnaire administration. The New-Child Faculty Leave Practices 
Questionnaire was administered using an electronic platform. On January 20, 2015 an 
email (see Appendix F) was sent to all faculty members requesting their participation and 
including the URL for the questionnaire, the current university policy for pregnancy 
leave (see Appendix D), and a reference sheet with option definitions (see Appendix E). 
The faculty members were asked to complete the questionnaire by February 16, 2015. 
Reminder emails were sent prior to the deadline to encourage faculty member 
participation. 
Results 
Department heads reported a total number of 63 pregnancies. Three of the 
department heads did not respond to the questionnaire. Pregnancy data for one of these 
departments were obtained from another source. Therefore, the total number of 
pregnancies among female faculty members for 2015 is for 46 of the 48 departments in 
the university. In the 2005 study, department heads reported a total number of 44 
pregnancies. It might be noted that in 2014 the university reported 353 full time female 
faculty members (Western Kentucky University, 2014) compared to 291 full time female 
faculty members in 2005 (Shoenfelt & Schirmer, 2005a, 2005b). Within the past decade 
(i.e., January 2005 to January 2015) the number of pregnancies per female faculty 
member has stayed relatively stable when compared to the prior decade (i.e., January 
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1995 to December 2004). From January 2005 to January 2015, on average, one in every 
six full-time female faculty members had been pregnant compared to one in every seven 
full-time female faculty members being pregnant during the time period of January 1995 
to December 2004. In the 1995 study, there were a total of 214 full-time female faculty 
and a reported 44 pregnancies since 1970 (Shoenfelt, 1995). Note that the 1995 study 
examined 25 years of pregnancy practices from 1970 to 1995.   
Hypothesis 1a states the frequently used options for covering the classes of 
pregnant faculty during pregnancy leave 10 years ago will be similar to the current 
options frequently used. This hypothesis was addressed by correlating the 2005 reported 
frequency of use for each option with the 2015 reported frequency of use for those 
options. Hypothesis 1a was supported as there was a significant correlation between the 
frequency with which an option was used to cover the classes of pregnant faculty in 2005 
and the frequency with which an option was used to cover the classes of pregnant faculty 
in 2015 (r = .65, p < .01). The frequency of use for the option to grant pregnant faculty 
member a leave of absence with pay was not measured in 2005; therefore, it was not 
included in the correlation. However, the frequency of use in 2015 for this option was 
zero. See Table 1 for frequency of options used in 2005 and 2015.  
Hypothesis 1b states the frequently used options for covering the classes of 
pregnant faculty during pregnancy leave 20 years ago will be similar to the current 
options frequently used. This hypothesis was addressed by correlating the 1995 reported 
frequency of use for each option with the 2015 reported frequency of use for each option. 
Hypothesis 1b was supported as there was a significant correlation between the frequency 
with which an option was used to cover the classes of pregnant faculty in 1995 and the 
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frequency with the option was used to cover the classes of pregnant faculty in 2015 (r = 
.74, p < .01). 
Table 1 
Frequency of options used to cover classes of pregnant faculty during pregnancy leave 
 
Option 2015a 2005b 1995c 
Other Faculty Cover Without Pay 31 24 15 
Teach Bi-Term 21 4 6 
Teach Internet/Web-based Course 21 1 - 
Deliver During Recess 14 2 1 
Other Faculty Cover Offload (Paid) 4 2 - 
Teach Summer or Winter Term Without Pay 4 2 - 
Research Reduction 3 3 3 
Teach Overload Pre-Leave 3 3 1 
Supervise Practicum/Internship 2 3 3 
Teach Overload Post-Leave  2 3 0 
Administrative Duties 1 1 1 
Hire Temporary Instructor 1 6 6 
Reduce Pay & Workload 1 1 2 
Team Teach 1 6 4 
Hire Graduate Student 0 0 1 
Leave With Pay 0 - - 
Leave Without Pay 0 2 6 
Sabbatical Leave 0 0 0 
Supervise Independent Study/Reading Course 0 1 2 
Theses Supervision 0 3 1 
Note. Options are listed in rank order for most frequently used options reported in 2015. 
(-) = data not reported. 
a2015 total number of pregnancies among female faculty members is 63. 
b2005 total number of pregnancies among female faculty members is 44.  
c1995 total number of pregnancies among female faculty members is 44. 
This correlation excluded four options (i.e., teach internet/web-based courses, 
other faculty are paid to cover offload, teach summer or winter term without pay, and 
leave with pay) that were not measured in 1995. Of these excluded options, one was the 
option that the pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based courses the semester 
of leave, which was the second most used option (i.e., 21 times) in 2015. The option that 
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other faculty members are paid to cover classes while the pregnant faculty member is on 
leave and the option that the pregnant faculty member teaches summer or winter term 
without pay to bank course loading for leave were each used four times. The option of 
granting the pregnant faculty member leave with pay was not used at all in 2015. See 
Table 1 for frequency of options used in 1995 and 2015. 
Hypotheses 2a, 2d, 2c, which state, in various forms, that there will be agreement 
between department heads and faculty ratings for the various options, were tested by the 
following procedure. First a Cohen’s d statistic was computed for the difference between 
department head and faculty member rating for each option. The ds statistic indicates the 
magnitude of the standardized difference between the ratings from the two groups with 
greater d values indicating greater disagreement. Because these hypotheses were only 
concerned with agreement, not the direction of the disagreement, the absolute value of 
the Cohen’s d statistic was then computed. The significance of these differences was 
tested by determining if the mean absolute d is less than a population d of .5 (i.e., 
medium effect size; Cohen, 1988) via a one-sample t-test.  
Hypothesis 2a states that there will be agreement between department heads and 
faculty with regard to willingness to use an option for pregnant faculty. The mean 
absolute value of Cohen’s d (M = 0.20, SD = 0.13) was significantly less than 0.5 (p < 
.05). The results indicate that there was agreement between (i.e., no significant 
difference) department head willingness to use ratings and faculty member willing to use 
ratings. See Table 2 for willingness to use mean ratings for both department heads and 
faculty.  
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Table 2 
Willingness to use option ratings 
 
 DHa Faculty  
Option Rank M SD N Rank M SD N Cohen’s d 
Teach Internet/Web-based Course 1 3.16 1.05 43 3 2.99 1.16 203  0.15 
Teach Bi-Term 2 3.12 0.92 42 4 2.88 1.08 200  0.23 
Hire Temporary Instructor 3 3.07 0.87 44 5 2.88 1.00 195  0.19 
Leave With Pay 4 3.02 0.90 44 1 3.28 0.95 195 -0.28 
Teach Overload Pre-Leave 5 2.91 0.97 43 8 2.56 1.15 200  0.31 
Other Faculty Cover Offload (paid) 6 2.88 1.03 43 2 3.02 1.02 195 -0.14 
During Recess 7 2.64 1.20 39 14 2.3 1.19 200  0.29 
Team Teach 8 2.63 0.95 43 6 2.59 1.10 197  0.04 
Teach Overload Post-Leave 9 2.58 1.03 43 15 2.30 1.16 200  0.25 
Research Reduction 10 2.44 0.96 43 7 2.59 1.09 198 -0.14 
Supervise Independent Study/Reading Course 11 2.30 1.06 43 9 2.56 1.08 196 -0.24 
Supervise Practicum/Internship 12 2.30 0.99 43 10 2.41 1.09 196 -0.10 
Hire Graduate Student 13 2.29 1.03 41 12 2.4 1.06 196 -0.10 
Administrative Duties 14 2.21 1.04 43 13 2.31 1.05 197 -0.10 
Theses Supervision 15 2.17 0.96 42 11 2.41 1.10 196 -0.22 
Teach Summer or Winter Term Without Pay 16 2.12 1.02 42 18 2.08 1.18 200  0.03 
Other Faculty Cover Without Pay 17 2.11 1.10 44 20 1.54 0.89 196  0.61 
Sabbatical Leave 18 2.07 1.03 43 16 2.16 1.12 195 -0.08 
Leave Without Pay 19 1.98 1.14 43 19 1.81 1.06 194  0.16 
Reduce Pay & Workload 20 1.86 0.83 43 17 2.11 1.07 195 -0.24 
Note. Options are listed in descending rank order for DH willingness to use ratings. Willingness to use was rated for each option on 
the following scale. 4 = Very willing to use. 3 = Willing to use. 2 = Willing with reservations. 1 = Not willing to use. 
aDH = department heads. 
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Hypothesis 2b, states that there will be agreement between department heads and 
faculty with regard to an option’s fairness to pregnant faculty. The mean absolute value 
of Cohen’s d (M = 0.13, SD = 0.11) was significantly less than 0.5 (p < .05). The results 
indicate that there was agreement between (i.e., no significant difference) department 
head perceived fairness of options to pregnant faculty and faculty member perceived 
fairness of options to pregnant faculty. See Table 3 for both department heads and faculty 
mean ratings of perceived option fairness to pregnant faculty member on leave. 
Hypothesis 2c, states that there will be agreement between department heads and 
faculty with regard to an option’s fairness to other faculty. The mean absolute value of 
Cohen’s d (M = 0.17, SD = 0.14) was significantly less than 0.5 (p < .05). The results 
indicate that there was agreement between (i.e., no significant difference) department 
head perceived fairness of options to other faculty and faculty member perceived fairness 
of options to other faculty. See Table 4 for mean ratings of both department heads and 
faculty perceived option fairness to other faculty. 
Hypothesis 3a states department heads will be more willing to use options that are 
perceived as fair to pregnant faculty. This hypothesis was addressed by correlating 
department head fairness to pregnant faculty ratings with department head willing to use 
ratings. Hypothesis 3a was supported as there was a significant correlation between 
department head willingness to use ratings and perceived fairness to pregnant faculty 
ratings (r = .81, p < .01). 
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Table 3 
Perceived option fairness to pregnant faculty member on leave 
 
 DHa Faculty  
Option Rank M SD N Rank M SD N Cohen’s d 
Leave With Pay 1 4.34 0.94 41 1 4.34 1.06 175  0.00 
Hire Temporary Instructor 2 4.00 0.94 42 3 3.88 1.12 178  0.11 
Other Faculty Cover Offload (paid) 3 3.93 1.33 40 2 3.91 1.12 179  0.02 
Teach Bi-Term 4 3.75 1.13 40 5 3.50 1.30 181  0.20 
Teach Internet/Web-based Course 5 3.60 1.24 40 6 3.48 1.42 182  0.09 
Hire Graduate Student 6 3.55 1.13 38 4 3.52 1.27 176  0.02 
Teach Overload Pre-Leave 7 3.44 1.31 41 9 3.13 1.51 182  0.21 
Supervise Independent Study/Reading Course 8 3.27 1.21 41 8 3.19 1.19 176  0.07 
Teach Overload Post-Leave 9 3.20 1.42 41 14 2.86 1.48 181  0.23 
Supervise Practicum/Internship 10 3.17 1.18 41 12 3.06 1.18 176  0.09 
Team Teach 11 3.12 1.17 41 11 3.12 1.24 178  0.00 
Theses Supervision 12 3.10 1.16 41 10 3.13 1.18 178 - 0.03 
Research Reduction 13 3.02 1.13 41 7 3.24 1.32 178 -0.17 
Administrative Duties 14 2.78 1.17 41 13 2.97 1.26 177 -0.15 
Teach Summer or Winter Term Without Pay 15 2.73 1.36 41 17 2.54 1.49 181 0.13 
Sabbatical Leave 16 2.63 1.41 40 15 2.85 1.40 174 -0.16 
During Recess 17 2.54 1.45 39 18 2.44 1.47 179  0.07 
Other Faculty Cover Without Pay 18 2.52 1.42 42 19 1.97 1.22 177  0.44 
Reduce Pay & Workload 19 2.19 0.99 42 16 2.61 1.36 175 -0.32 
Leave Without Pay 20 1.83 1.08 42 20 1.80 1.18 177  0.03 
Note. Options are listed in descending rank order for DH perceived fairness to pregnant faculty member ratings. Perceived fairness of 
each option was rated on the following scale. 5 = Extremely fair. 4 = Fair. 3 = Neither fair nor unfair. 2 = Unfair. 1 = Extremely 
unfair. 
aDH = department heads. 
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Table 4 
Perceived option fairness to other faulty members 
 
 DHa Faculty  
Option Rank M SD N Rank M SD N Cohen’s d 
Teach Internet/Web-based Course 1 3.78 1.00 40 1 3.92 1.15 166 -0.12 
Teach Bi-Term 2 3.77 0.90 39 3 3.84 1.16 165 -0.06 
Hire Temporary Instructor 3 3.67 0.85 42 4 3.73 1.07 161 -0.06 
Other Faculty Cover Offload (paid) 4 3.63 1.26 41 2 3.88 1.19 161 -0.21 
During Recess 5 3.50 1.30 36 7 3.48 1.28 165  0.02 
Leave With Pay 6 3.43 0.86 42 11 3.22 1.23 159  0.18 
Hire Graduate Student 7 3.39 0.97 38 8 3.43 1.21 160 -0.03 
Teach Overload Pre-Leave 8 3.38 1.06 40 5 3.67 1.26 166 -0.24 
Teach Overload Post-Leave 9 3.30 1.11 40 6 3.54 1.30 166 -0.19 
Teach Summer or Winter Term Without Pay 10 3.10 1.17 39 14 3.18 1.30 165 -0.06 
Research Reduction 11 2.93 0.94 40 12 3.20 1.10 161 -0.25 
Administrative Duties 12 2.90 1.03 40 15 3.05 1.10 160 -0.14 
Leave Without Pay 13 2.88 1.25 41 16 3.01 1.32 160 -0.10 
Team Teach 14 2.88 0.99 40 18 2.91 1.23 162 -0.03 
Supervise Independent Study/Reading Course 15 2.83 1.01 40 9 3.26 1.17 160 -0.38 
Theses Supervision 16 2.80 1.07 40 10 3.26 1.17 161 -0.40 
Supervise Practicum/Internship 17 2.80 0.97 40 13 3.20 1.13 159 -0.36 
Reduce Pay & Workload 18 2.75 0.93 40 17 3.00 1.17 158 -0.22 
Sabbatical Leave 19 2.35 1.08 40 19 2.89 1.23 157 -0.45 
Other Faculty Cover Without Pay 20 1.55 0.80 42 20 1.51 0.92 162  0.04 
Note. Options are listed in descending rank order for DH perceived fairness to other faculty member ratings. Perceived fairness of 
each option was rated on the following scale. 5 = Extremely fair. 4 = Fair. 3 = Neither fair nor unfair. 2 = Unfair. 1 = Extremely 
unfair. 
aDH = department heads.  
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Hypothesis 3b states department heads will be more willing to use options that are 
perceived as fair to other faculty. This hypothesis was addressed by correlating 
department head fairness to other faculty ratings with department head willing to use 
ratings. Hypothesis 3b was supported, as there was a significant correlation between 
department head willingness to use ratings and perceived fairness to other faculty ratings 
(r = .76, p < .01). 
Hypothesis 4a, which states frequency of use for the option “pregnant faculty 
member teaches internet/web-based course the semester of the pregnancy” will be greater 
than it was 10 years ago, was tested by conducting a z test for differences in proportions 
from independent sample. Hypothesis 4a was supported with a z score of 5.00 (p < .05). 
The option of pregnant faculty member teaching internet/web-based course the semester 
of the pregnancy was more frequently used in 2015 (i.e., 21 times) than it was in 2005 
(i.e., 1 time).  
Hypothesis 4b, which states that department heads will be more willing to use the 
option that the pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based course the semester 
of the pregnancy than they were 10 years ago, was tested by conducting a t-test between 
the 2005 reported willingness to use ratings and the 2015 reported willingness to use 
ratings. Note the 2005 department head willingness to use mean value (M = 3.50, SD = 
1.09) was adjusted because a 5-point scale was use in the 2005 study and the current 
study used a 4-point scale. The adjusted mean of the 2005 department heads willingness 
to use rating was used as the test value (2.88). The results indicated that department heads 
willingness to use the option that the pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-
based courses the semester of the pregnancy (M = 3.16, SD = 1.05) was not significantly 
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different than it was in 2005, t (42) = 1.78, p > .05, d = .36. These results failed to support 
Hypothesis 4b. In sum, department heads did not significantly differ in their willingness 
to use the option that the pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based course the 
semester of the pregnancy now than 10 years ago.  
Hypothesis 5 states that department heads and faculty will perceive options that 
increase the workload of other faculty to be less fair to those options that required no 
input from other faculty members. First, each option was categorized as either a high-
demand option (i.e., requires effort from other faculty) or a low-demand option (i.e., does 
not impact other faculty). Three of the 20 options were categorized as a high-demand 
option as they were identified as requiring effort from other faculty. These options were: 
1) the pregnant faculty member on leave team teaches with another faculty member who 
covers classes while the pregnant faculty member is out, 2) other faculty members cover 
classes without payment while the pregnant faculty member is out, 3) other faculty 
members cover classes as an “off load” (i.e., paid) while the pregnant faculty member is 
out. The hypothesis was then tested by conducting a t-test between the fairness ratings for 
each high-demand option and the ratings for the low-demand options. The mean rating 
for each high demand option was used as the test value for each respective t-test.  
Department heads and faculty perceived the high-demand option a faculty 
member on leave team teaches with another faculty member covers classes while the 
faculty member is out to be less fair (M = 2.91, SD = 1.15) than the low-demand options 
(M = 3.22, SD = 0.52), t(19) = 2.68, p < 0.05, d = .26. This finding supports Hypothesis 
5. Department heads and faculty perceived the high-demand option faculty members 
cover classes without pay while pregnant faculty member is on leave to be less fair (M = 
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1.52, SD = 0.90) than the low-demand options (M = 3.22, SD = 0.52), t(19) = 14.64, p < 
0.05, d = 1.44. This finding supports Hypothesis 5. Department heads and faculty 
perceived the high-demand option faculty members cover classes paid while the faculty 
member is out to be more fair (M = 3.83, SD = 1.20) than the low-demand options (M = 
3.22, SD = 0.52), t(19) = 2.68, p < 0.05, d = .26. The finding for this option fails to 
support the Hypothesis 5 as the significance is in the opposite direction from that 
hypothesized. In sum, only partial support was found for the Hypothesis 5 as two of the 
three high-demand options (i.e., team teach and faculty cover without pay) were 
perceived to be less fair options to other faculty members than the 17 low-demand 
options.   
Hypothesis 6 states department heads and faculty will perceive participative and 
consultative decision-making methods to be more appropriate than autocratic and 
delegated decision-making methods. The decision-making items used Vroom and 
Yetton’s (1973) five decision-making methods (see Appendix A). A within-subjects 
repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test this hypothesis. 
Decision-making method was entered as the independent variable and the appropriateness 
rating as the dependent variable. The appropriateness ratings were made on a four-point 
scale ranging from one (i.e., completely inappropriate) to four (i.e., very appropriate).  
For department head appropriateness ratings Mauchly’s test indicated that the 
assumption of sphericity had been violated (2(9) = 29.83, p < .05); therefore, degrees of 
freedom were corrected using Huynh-Feldt estimates of sphericity (ε = .85). There was a 
significant effect of decision-making method on department head appropriateness rating 
F(3.41, 143.09) = 48.70, p < .05, η2 = 0.45. Pairwise comparisons indicated that the 
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appropriateness ratings for the autocratic decision method (M = 1.30, SD = 0.67) were 
significantly lower than those for consultative method (M = 2.72, SD = 0.91), individual 
participative method (M = 3.30, SD = 0.89), and the group participative method (M = 
2.30, SD = 0.96). The appropriateness ratings for the delegated method (M = 1.26, SD = 
0.58) were significantly lower than those for consultative method (M = 2.72, SD = 0.91), 
individual participative method (M = 3.30, SD = 0.89), and the group participative 
method (M = 2.30, SD = 0.96). Appropriateness ratings did not significantly differ 
between the autocratic method and the delegated method. The appropriateness ratings for 
individual participative method (M = 3.30, SD = 0.89) were significantly higher than 
those for the ratings for the group participative method (M = 2.30, SD = 0.96). 
Appropriateness ratings did not significantly differ between the consultative method and 
the individual participative method or the consultative method and the group participative 
method. See Table 5 for mean appropriateness ratings for decision-making methods.  
Table 5 
Appropriateness ratings for decision-making methods 
 
  DHa Faculty 
Decision-making method M SD M SD 
1 Autocratic 1.30235 0.67 1.362345 0.68 
2. Consultative 2.7214 0.91 2.1813 0.89 
3. Individual Participative 3.30145 0.89 3.461245 0.71 
4. Delegated 1.26235 0.58 1.99135 0.93 
5. Group Participative 2.30134 0.96 2.30134 1.05 
Note. Subscript numbers denote means that are significantly different as determined via 
Bonferroni-corrected pairwise comparisons. Appropriateness was rated for each decision-
making method on the following scale. 4 = Very Appropriate. 3 = Appropriate. 2 = 
Somewhat Inappropriate. 1 = Completely Inappropriate. 
aDH = department heads. 
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The department head appropriateness ratings indicated the most appropriate 
method is the individual participative method (i.e., department head and the pregnant 
faculty member decide together which option(s) to use to cover classes for the pregnant 
faculty member). Department head appropriateness ratings for decision-making methods 
supported Hypothesis 6. Department heads perceived the appropriateness of participative 
(i.e., individual and group) and consultative to be significantly more appropriate than the 
autocratic method or the delegated method.  
For the faculty member decision-making method appropriateness ratings, 
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated (2(9) = 
111.57, p < .05); therefore, degrees of freedom were corrected using Huynh-Feldt 
estimates of sphericity (ε = .84). There was a significant effect of decision-making 
method on faculty member appropriateness rating F(3.35, 603.30) = 144.84, p < .05, ƞ2 = 
0.45. Pairwise comparisons indicated that the appropriateness ratings for the autocratic 
decision-making method (M = 1.36, SD = 0.68) were significantly lower than for the 
consultative method (M = 2.18, SD = 0.89), individual participative method (M = 3.46, 
SD = 0.71), delegated method (M = 1.99, SD = 0.93), and the group participative method 
(M = 2.30, SD = 1.05). The appropriateness ratings for the individual participative 
decision-making method (M = 3.46, SD = 0.71) were significantly higher than for the 
consultative method (M = 2.18, SD = 0.89), delegated method (M = 1.99, SD = 0.93), and 
the group participative method (M = 2.30, SD = 1.05). The appropriateness ratings for 
group participative method (M = 2.30, SD = 1.05) were significantly higher than for the 
delegated method (M = 1.99, SD = 0.93). Appropriateness ratings for consultative method 
did not significantly differ from the appropriateness ratings for delegated decision-
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making method or for the group participative decision-making method. See Table 5 for 
appropriateness ratings for decision-making methods. 
The faculty member appropriateness ratings indicated that the least appropriate 
method is the autocratic method (i.e., department head determines which option(s) to use 
to cover classes for the pregnant faculty member without consulting the faculty member). 
Based on the faculty member’s ratings, the most appropriate method is the individual 
participative method (i.e., department head and the pregnant faculty member decide 
together which option(s) to use to cover classes for the pregnant faculty member). In sum, 
faculty member appropriateness ratings for decision-making method only partially 
supported Hypothesis 6 (see Table 5). In support of Hypothesis 6, faculty members 
perceived the appropriateness of the autocratic method to be significantly less appropriate 
than the participative methods (i.e., individual and group) and the consultative method. 
The faculty members’ also perceived the delegated method to be significantly less 
appropriate than the consultative and the individual participative method. However, the 
faculty member appropriateness ratings for the delegated method and the group 
participative method did not significantly differ; therefore, there is only partial support 
for Hypothesis 6.  
Department heads and faculty members also were asked what they considered a 
reasonable length of time in weeks would be for a pregnant faculty member to be on 
pregnancy leave. If the respondent indicated a range of weeks, the high point of that 
range was used for the analysis. Thirty-nine department heads responded to this item with 
a mean of 10.51 weeks (SD = 5.20). One hundred and seventy-five faculty members 
responded to this item with a mean of 11.37 weeks (SD = 7.93). In 2005, 44 department 
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heads responded to this item with a mean of 12.23 weeks (SD = 8.75). In 2005, 168 
faculty members responded to this item with a mean of 9.44 weeks (SD = 5.62). There 
were a number of comments that the reasonable length of time for pregnancy leave 
should be determined by a doctor or should be decided on a case-by-case basis.  
In addition, department heads and faculty members were asked if they believed 
the tenure clock should be stopped while a pregnant faculty member is on leave and, if 
so, for how long. Of the 43 department heads who responded to this item, 42 (97.67%) 
indicated that the tenure clock should be stopped for pregnant faculty members on leave. 
Of the 42 department heads who believe the tenure clocked should be stopped, 17 of 
them responded that it should be stopped for a semester and 25 responded that it should 
be stopped for a year. Note that one department head respondent did not answer the 
second portion of this item. Of the 184 faculty members who responded to this item, 167 
(90.76%) of them indicated that the tenure clock should be stopped for pregnant faculty 
members on leave. Out of the 167 faculty members who believe the tenure clocked 
should be stopped, 57 responded that it should be stopped for a semester and 110 
responded that it should be stopped for a year.  
Discussion 
This study examined department head and faculty perceived fairness of pregnancy 
leave practices in a university setting. From January 2005 through January 2015 the most 
frequently used option to cover the responsibilities of pregnant faculty members on 
pregnancy leave was for other faculty members within the department to cover without 
pay. This option also was reported as the most frequently used option by department 
heads in the 2005 (Schirmer, 2005) study and the 1995 study (Leider, 1996). Hypotheses 
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1a and 1b examined the similarities of the 2015 reported frequency of use for each option 
with relation to the reported frequency of used for each option in 2005 and in 1995. 
Hypothesis 1a tested the similarity of the 2015 and 2005 department head 
frequently used options for covering the responsibilities of pregnant faculty members on 
pregnancy leave. Only options that were measured in both the current study and in 2005 
were tested. For Hypothesis 1a, the option to grant pregnant faculty member a leave of 
absence with pay was excluded. While this option was measured in the current study, the 
department heads reported that this option was never used. In sum, options that were 
most frequently used in 2005 are still the options most frequently used by department 
heads at the university.  
Hypothesis 1b tested the similarity of the 2015 and 1995 department head 
frequently used options for covering the responsibilities of pregnant faculty members on 
pregnancy leave. Only options that were measured in both the current study and the 1995 
study were tested. For Hypothesis 1b the following four options were excluded: leave 
with pay, other faculty are paid to cover offload, teach summer or winter term without 
pay, and teach internet/web-based courses. The current study did measure the frequency 
of use for the option of granting the pregnant faculty member leave with pay, but 
department heads reported zero usage of this option. This option was excluded when 
testing the hypothesis. The option that other faculty members are paid to cover classes 
while the pregnant faculty member is on leave and the option that the pregnant faculty 
member teaches summer or winter term without pay to bank course loading for leave 
were each used four times. The last of the excluded options was the option that the 
pregnant faculty member teaches internet/web-based courses the semester of leave, which 
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was the second most frequently used option (i.e., 21 times) in 2015. In sum, the 
frequently used options in 1995 are still frequently used options. 
The results supported Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c, showing that both department 
heads and faculty are in agreement with regard to their willingness to use options and an 
option’s fairness to the pregnant faculty member on pregnancy leave and to other faculty 
members within the department. Both department heads and faculty members perceived 
the option that the pregnant faculty member is granted leave with pay as the fairest option 
for the pregnant faculty member on leave. With relation to the pregnant faculty member 
on leave, department heads and faculty members both perceived the option to grant leave 
without pay as the least fair option. Both department heads and faculty members 
perceived the option that the pregnant faculty member teacher internet/web-based course 
the semester of pregnancy as the fairest option for other faculty members in the 
department. Department heads and faculty members agreed that the least fair option with 
relation to other faculty members in the department is for other faculty to cover the 
classes of the pregnant faculty member on pregnancy leave without pay. These findings 
are consistent with the literature on how practice or policy fairness is evaluated 
(Greenberg, 1990b) and how fairness perceptions are developed (Colquitt, 2001; 
Cropanzano et al., 2007; Greenberg, 1990b; Moorman, 1991).  
Organizational justice affects an employee’s relationship with the organization 
(Cropanzano et al., 2007). Literature has demonstrated the many benefits associated with 
fair policies and practices (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Francis & Barling, 2005; 
Greenberg, 1993; Howes et al., 2000; Masterson, 2001; Ribeiro & Semedo, 2014; 
Whitman et al., 2012) as well as the negative consequences of organizational injustice 
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(Greenberg, 1990a; Francis & Barling, 2005; Liu & Ding, 2012; Rousseau et al., 2009; 
Shaw et al., 2003). In accordance with the literature, Hypotheses 3a and 3b tested 
department heads willingness to use options that they perceive as fair. Department heads 
were more willing to use options that they perceived as fair to the pregnant faculty 
member on leave and to the other faculty members within the department. The option to 
grant the pregnant faculty member leave with pay was ranked fourth in department heads 
willingness to use and first in perceived option fairness with regard to pregnant faculty 
member. The option to have the pregnant faculty member teach an internet/web-based 
course the semester of pregnancy leave ranked first in department head willingness to use 
and first in perceived option fairness with regard to other faculty members within the 
department.  
Interestingly, the option to have the pregnant faculty member teach an 
internet/web-based course the semester of pregnancy leave not only was the option that 
department heads were most willing to use and perceived as fair to other faculty 
members, but it was among the most frequently used options implemented from January 
2005 through January 2015 (i.e., 21 times). While department heads were willing to use 
the option to grant the pregnant faculty member leave with pay and perceived it as the 
fairest option with regard to the pregnant faculty member, for the past decade this option 
has never been used. In addition, the option to have other faculty members cover the 
responsibilities of the pregnancy faculty member on leave without pay was perceived by 
department heads as the least fair option in relation to other faculty members, and it was 
ranked 17th in department head willingness to use ratings, but it was the most frequently 
used option from January 2006 through January 2015 (i.e., 31 times). Both logistical and 
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feasibility concerns may explain why a department head may have used an option that 
they did not perceive as fair or for which they reported a lower willingness to use rating. 
However, overall the relation between a department head’s willingness to use and his/her 
perceived fairness of that option aligns with the organizational justice literature. 
As mentioned, department heads were most willing to use the option that the 
pregnant faculty member teaches an internet/web-based course the semester of pregnancy 
leave. This willingness by department heads to use this option can be justified by the 
effectiveness of internet/web-based courses (Bell & Federman, 2013) and the increasing 
demand and enrollment of students in internet/web-based courses (Allen & Seaman, 
2011; U.S. Department of Education: National Center for Education Statistics, 2011). 
Hypothesis 4a addressed whether the department head frequency to use the option that 
the pregnant faculty member teaches an internet/web-based course the semester of 
pregnancy leave has increased since the 2005 study (Schirmer, 2005). Hypothesis 4b 
addressed whether the department heads would currently be more willing to use the 
option that the pregnant faculty member teaches an internet/web-based course the 
semester of pregnancy leave than they were in the 2005 study (Schirmer, 2005). As the 
demand and enrollment of students in internet/web-based course has increased over the 
past decade (Allen & Seaman, 2011; U.S. Department of Education: National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2011) so has the frequency in which department heads use the 
option that a pregnant faculty member teaches an internet/web-based course the semester 
of pregnancy leave from one in 2005 to 21 in 2015. However, while department heads 
did use this option more frequently than they did a decade ago, their reported willingness 
to use ratings did not significantly differ from a decade ago. One explanation for this 
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finding is that a decade ago the use of and demand for internet/web-based courses had 
begun to increase across post-secondary education institutions (U.S. Department of 
Education: National Center for Education Statistics, 2011), so department heads were as 
willing then as they are now to use this option; feasibility or logistical concerns may have 
influenced the actual implementation of this option in 2005.  
According to Adam’s (1965) Equity Theory, inequity and dissatisfaction are the 
results of imbalanced input/outcome ratios. Input and outcomes should be proportional 
for a situation to be perceived as fair and equitable (Colquitt et al., 2013). When an 
option involves another faculty member’s assistance with minimal payoff, it results in an 
imbalance of the input/outcome ratio. Options that require less of other faculty members 
or where the input/outcome ratio is balanced for other faculty members are expected be 
perceived as more fair. Hypothesis 5 examined if department heads and faculty members 
perceived the options that increased the workload of other faculty members (i.e., high 
demand) to be less fair than the options that require no input from other faculty members 
(i.e., low demand). The following three options were identified as increasing the 
workload of other faculty members: team teach, other faculty members covers classes 
paid, and other faculty members cover classes without pay. Department heads and faculty 
members perceived the high-demand options of team teach and other faculty members 
cover classes without pay to be less fair than the low demand options. This finding was 
consistent with Adam’s (1965) Equity Theory as the input/outcome ratio of these two 
options are imbalanced; therefore these options were perceived to be less fair in 
comparison to options of a balanced input/outcome ratio.  
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On the other hand, department heads and faculty members perceived the high-
demand option, other faculty members cover classes with pay, to be equally as fair as the 
low-demand options. While this finding failed to support Hypothesis 5, the department 
heads and faculty members likely perceived the input/outcome ratio to be balanced 
because the other faculty member is receiving pay (i.e., outcome) for his/her increased 
workload (i.e., input).This explanation of this finding is consistent with prior literature 
(Adam, 1965; Colquitt et al., 2013).  
While an individual’s perception of organizational justice may be determined by a 
principle of distributive justice it also can be determined by procedural justice. An 
individual’s perception of organizational justice based on the evaluation of the process 
used to make a decision, it is procedural justice (van den Bos, Lind, et al., 1997). A 
decision process is perceived as more fair when it allows for voice (Lind & Tyler, 1998; 
Tyler, 1987; van den Bos, Lind, et al., 1997). Hypothesis 6 examined department head 
and faculty member appropriateness ratings for various decision-making methods. Using 
Vroom-Yetton’s (1973) model of decision-making, the participative and consultative 
methods allow an individual to experience voice during the decision-making process. The 
autocratic method does not allow an individual to experience voice during the decision-
making process. The delegation method does not allow the leader/department head to 
experience voice.  
Department heads perceived the decision-making methods that allow for voice 
(i.e., consultative and participative) to be more appropriate than decision-making 
methods that do not allow for either the individual or the department head to experience 
voice (i.e., autocratic and delegation). This finding also is consistent with Leventhal’s 
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(1980) procedural justice rules of bias suppression, representativeness, and status of 
recognition.  
 Faculty members also perceived the autocratic decision-making method to be the 
least appropriate method. Similar to department heads, faculty members perceived the 
delegation method to be significantly less appropriate than consultative method or the 
individual participative method. Surprisingly, even though the group participative method 
allows voice to be present and the delegation method does not allow the department head 
to experience voice, faculty member appropriateness ratings did not significantly differ 
for these two methods. One explanation for why faculty member appropriateness ratings 
did not differentiate between the group participative method and the delegation method 
may be because as a faculty member they perceived voice to be equally present within 
the group consultative method and the delegation method.  
Another explanation for why faculty member appropriateness ratings did not 
differentiate between the group participative method and the delegation method may be 
Leventhal’s (1980) procedural justice rule of representativeness and the rule of status 
recognition. According to the representative rule, procedural justice is present if the 
process mirrors the views and concerns of the person affected (i.e., pregnant faculty 
member; Leventhal, 1980). Faculty members may not have differentiated between the 
group participative method and the delegation method because they perceived both 
decision-making processes to mirror the views and concerns of the pregnant faculty 
member. According to the status recognition rule, for the process to be viewed as fair, the 
person receiving (i.e., pregnant faculty member) the outcomes of the decision must be 
considered (Leventhal, 1980). Faculty members may not have differentiated between the 
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group participative method and the delegation method because they may have perceived 
that although the group participative method allows for all involved (decision maker and 
persons affected) to experience voice, the delegation method allows for the ultimate 
consideration of the person being affected by the decision (i.e., pregnant faculty 
member).  
Both the department heads and faculty members perceived the individual 
participative method (i.e., department head and the pregnant faculty member decide 
together which option(s) to use to cover classes for the pregnant faculty member) to be 
the most appropriate. This finding is consistent with the literature that voice is an 
important aspect in the decision-making process if it is to be perceived as just. 
Implications 
By examining department head (i.e., decision makers) and faculty member (those 
affected by organizational practices) perceived fairness of pregnancy leave practices in a 
university setting, these results expand on the literature of organizational justice. In order 
for an organization to improve the fairness of its practices and polices it must be aware of 
how those practices are perceived. Decision makers must have similar perceptions of 
fairness to those who are affected by the decision and be willing to implement fair 
practices and policies if organizational justice is going to exist. The consideration of 
those who are affected and allowing them voice during the decision-making process will 
create the perception of a procedurally just climate.  
The results of this study demonstrate that department heads and faculty members 
agree with regard to option fairness to the pregnant faculty member and to other faculty 
members within the department. Department head and faculty member willingness to use 
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ratings also were significantly correlated. In addition, it was found that department heads 
are more willing to use options that they perceive as fair and less willing to use options 
that they perceive as less fair.  
These findings illustrate that the decision maker (i.e., department head) and those 
affected by the practices (i.e., faculty members) perceive the fairness of practices 
similarly in relation to pregnancy leave. Consistent with the literature (Adam, 1965; 
Colquitt et al., 2013), it was found that if the practices create an imbalanced 
input/outcome ratio it would be perceived as less fair than practices the result in a 
balanced input/outcome ratio. The results suggest that decision makers (i.e., department 
heads) do consider fairness when implementing pregnancy leave practices. These data 
also allow decision makers in academia to be informed about what practices faculty 
members do and do not perceive as fair, which should be used to guide university policy 
and practice to ensure organizational justice. By considering faculty members’ 
perceptions and implementing fair practices and policies, the decision maker is able to 
reap the benefits of organization justice (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Francis & 
Barling, 2005; Greenberg, 1993; Howes et al., 2000; Masterson, 2001; Ribeiro & 
Semedo, 2014; Whitman et al., 2012). 
Sometimes an organization will be faced with the need to alter its practices and 
policies in order to align with the changing environment or other demands. One such 
change in academia that has occurred over the past 20 year is the student demand for and 
enrollment in internet/web-based courses (Allen & Seaman, 2011; U.S. Department of 
Education Institute of Education Sciences National Centers for Education Statistics, 
2011). The data from this study illustrate that, as this demand has increased, so has 
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department head use of having the pregnant faculty member teach internet/web-based 
courses the semester of the pregnancy as a way to cover her responsibilities while on 
leave. Interestingly, decision makers are not just implementing this practice more 
frequently because of the organizational demand, but it is consistent with the perceptions 
of the fairness of this option in relation to all affected. Knowing that the decision maker 
is implementing practice that meet organizational demand and that are perceived as fair 
helps to ensure organizational justice and improve the overall effectiveness of the 
implemented practices.  
Last, the results of this study expand on the importance of voice being present in 
the decision-making process. The results indicated that decision-makers (i.e., department 
heads) are aware of the importance of voice for both themselves and those affected by the 
decision. Those affected by the decision (i.e., faculty members) also were aware of the 
importance of voice in the decision-making process. However, non-decision makers (i.e., 
faculty members) only seemed to be concerned with the opportunity for their voice to be 
heard in the process, as the results show that they did not differentiate between group 
participative method and the delegation method, which eliminated the decision maker’s 
voice. This finding is important for decision makers to understand during the decision-
making process because if those affected by the decision do not experience voice then 
they will not perceive the process as appropriate. 
Limitations 
One of the main limitations of this study is that, at the request of the university 
provost, the questionnaire was expanded to include adoption leave practices and 
maternity/paternity (FLMA) practices. This expansion required department heads to 
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answer an additional 170 items and faculty members to answer an additional 124 items. 
Such a long question questionnaire potentially may have led to cognitive overload and/or 
fatigue. All efforts were made to ensure that the participants understood the difference 
between pregnancy leave, adoption leave, and maternity/patterning (FMLA) leave, but 
with the questionnaire including all three types of leave, it is possible that the respondents 
failed to differentiate among the types of leave. An additional limitation is that in the 
previous two studies (Leider, 1996; Schirmer, 2005) there was a 100% response rate from 
the department heads; the present study had a response rate 93.75%. This means that for 
the two of the three department heads that did not participate in the study no data were 
collected on the number of pregnancies for the past 10 years or the pregnancy leave 
practices that have been implemented within those departments. Last, a limitation of this 
study may be that the results were collected from a single university. Current findings 
regarding pregnancy leave may not generalize to other universities.  
Future Directions 
Grover (1991) found that the following factors were positively related to the 
perceived fairness of parental leave policies: being of childbearing age, having children, 
planning to bear children, or holding an overall positive attitude toward women. Future 
studies may want to examine if such factors influence department head perceived option 
fairness and if such factors influence the practices that are implemented. This could 
extend the literature of organizational justice by understanding if personal factors affect a 
decision maker’s fairness perceptions and the practices that he/she implements.  
Future studies related to pregnancy leave policy and practices within the academic 
setting need to exclude other forms of parental leave that might cause confusion or 
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cognitive overload for the respondent. Another method to address this problem would be 
to administer several questionnaires each focusing on only one type of leave. In addition, 
future research should expand the target population from one university setting to 
multiple universities with similar pregnancy leave policies to ensure that the findings are 
generalizable. These findings also would provide universities with information that could 
guide their policies and practices in relation to pregnancy leave to ensure organizational 
justice.  
Conclusion 
 As the percent of women faculty in postsecondary education continues to be 
equivalently proportionate to the percentage of male faculty (U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, 2014), the number of female faculty taking pregnancy leave likely will 
increase. However, the pregnancy policies of many institutions are ambiguous and non-
directional (Wilson, 1999), which leads to different practices being implemented across 
departments within institutions (Armenti, 2004). Such inconsistent practices can lead to 
organizational inequity (Weststar, 2012).   
 The results of this study demonstrated that within one university a variety of 
options were used by department heads to cover the responsibilities of pregnant faculty 
members on pregnancy leave. Sometimes more than one option was implemented to 
cover a single pregnancy leave. The results of this study found that department heads and 
faculty members perceive an option’s fairness similarly and their willingness to use 
ratings was similar. In addition, department heads were more willing to use options that 
they perceived as fair and less likely to use options they perceived as unfair. These 
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findings indicate that department heads likely consider fairness when implementing 
policies and practices related to pregnancy leave. 
 Department heads should take into consideration the results for faculty member 
perception of option fairness and willingness to use when determining how to cover the 
responsibilities of a pregnant faculty member taking leave to enhance perceived 
organizational justice. Also, the results of this study support the literature that indicates 
that during the decision-making process it is important for the individual(s) who is 
affected by the decision to experience voice. Department heads need to be aware of this 
finding and, in order to enhance procedural justice, they need to include all who may be 
affected by the option being implemented. By understanding what options are perceived 
as fair and unfair by both the department heads and faculty members along with an 
understanding of which options department heads are more willing to implement, the 
university can create a less ambiguous and more directional pregnancy policy. The policy 
needs to be flexible as some options may not be viable for some departments, but by 
providing direction and implementing a decision-making process that allows for those 
affected to experience voice, the pregnancy leave policy should be perceived as just.  
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Appendix A: Department Head New-Child Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire 
2015 WKU NEW-CHILD FACULTY LEAVE PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
This questionnaire is the third in a series of studies conducted on New-Child Faculty Leave at WKU. The 
first two studies were conducted in 1995 and 2005, respectively. It is estimated that it will take 30 to 40 
minutes to complete this questionnaire. Your time and effort in completing this survey are very much 
appreciated. Your responses are critical to the success of this study.  
Your completed questionnaire should be returned to Amber Scott in the Provost’s Office in the 
enclosed envelope by Friday, January 16, 2015.  
Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt, Department of Psychological Sciences, will be analyzing the data from this survey. 
Individual responses will be kept confidential and will not be reported. Only aggregated data will be 
reported. If you have any questions while completing this survey, please contact Dr. Shoenfelt at (270) 745-
4418 or by email at betsy.shoenfelt@wku.edu.  
A technical report describing the results of this questionnaire will be made available. The information in 
this report will be informative for identifying methods for covering responsibilities for faculty members  
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this important questionnaire! 
 
IN THIS PACKET YOU WILL FIND: 
 
1. Memo from the Provost encouraging your participation. 
 
2. A copy of WKU Policy 4.6350 explaining the three types of new-child leave for WKU full-time 
faculty members (i.e., Pregnancy Leave, Adoption Leave, and Paternity/Maternity FMLA Leave). 
 
3. A yellow Quick Reference Sheet containing definitions of various options for covering new-child 
leave (on one side) and explanations of the three types of new-child leave available to WKU 
faculty (i.e., Pregnancy Leave, Adoption Leave, and Paternity/Maternity FMLA Leave). 
 
4. The 2015 WKU New-Child Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire. 
 
5. A return envelope in which to return your completed questionnaire to the Provost’s Office 
by Friday, January 16, 2015. 
 
 
This project has been approved by the WKU Institutional Review Board (IRB). Please see the back of this 
page for details of the IRB review. 
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2015 WKU NEW-CHILD FACULTY LEAVE PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Please return completed questionnaire to the Provost’s Office  
in the enclosed envelope by Friday, January 16, 2015 
 
Department: ___________________________________________________ 
 
1. How long have you been Department Head/Chair/Director? ____________________ 
  
2. Your Gender:        Male               Female 
 
3. How many PREGNANCIES have female faculty members in your department had during the time 
period January 2005 through January 2015?  
 
Note: Please include faculty pregnancies of individuals no longer in your department and/or prior to 
your tenure as department head/chair/director if they occurred from January 2005 to January 2015. 
 
_____Number of female faculty who were pregnant for a total of (number)  _____ 
 pregnancies from January 2005 through January 2015. 
 
_____Number of female faculty who took pregnancy leave January 2005 through January 2015. 
 
4. How many ADOPTIONS have occurred by faculty in your department where a faculty member 
took ADOPTION LEAVE during the time period January 2005 through January 2015?  
 
Note: Please include adoptions by individuals no longer in your department and/or prior to your tenure 
as department head/chair/director if they occurred from January 2005 to January 2015.  
 
_____Number of female faculty who took Adoption Leave   
_____Number of male faculty who took Adoption Leave   
_____Total of number of adoptions from January 2005 through January 2015. 
 
5. How many faculty in your department have taken PATERNITY or MATERNITY (not 
pregnancy) FMLA LEAVE during the time period January 2005 through January 2015?  
 
Note: Please include paternity/maternity leave by individuals no longer in your department and/or prior 
to your tenure as department head/chair/director if they occurred from January 2005- Jan 2015.  
 
_____Number of male faculty who took Paternity FMLA Leave   
_____Number of female faculty who took Maternity FMLA Leave (not pregnancy leave)  
_____Total of number of Paternity/Maternity FMLA Leaves from January 2005 - January 2015. 
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[Please refer to the yellow Quick Reference Sheet for explanations of each option.] 
 
6. Please indicate for EACH TYPE OF LEAVE the NUMBER OF TIMES EACH OPTION HAS 
BEEN USED in your department to cover responsibilities for a faculty member on new-child leave 
from January 2005 through January 2015. If more than one option was used to cover a single leave, 
please indicate all options used. If there have been no new-child-related leave by faculty in your 
department from January 2005 to January 2105, please go to Item 7.  
 
Please indicate the NUMBER OF TIMES 
each option was used from Jan. 2005 to 
Jan. 2015  
for EACH TYPE OF LEAVE 
Pregnancy 
Leave 
Adoption  
Leave 
Paternity/ 
Maternity  
FMLA Leave  
Teach Internet/Web-based Course    
Teach Bi-Term    
Teach Overload Pre-Leave    
Teach Overload Post-Leave     
Teach Summer or Winter Term Without Pay    
Deliver or Adopt During Recess    
Research Reduction    
Administrative Duties    
Theses Supervision    
Supervise Practicum/Internship    
Supervise Independent Study/Reading 
Course 
   
Team Teach    
Other Faculty Cover Offload (paid)    
Other Faculty Cover Without Pay    
Hire Temporary Instructor    
Hire Graduate Student    
Leave Without Pay    
Leave With Pay    
Reduce Pay & Workload    
Sabbatical Leave    
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The remainder of the questionnaire asks for your opinion as the department head/chair/director. There are 
no right or wrong answers. We value your candid opinion. Thank You.  
 
7. Below are listed the same options for covering faculty responsibilities for new-child leave. Using the 
following scale, please rate each option in terms of your WILLINGNESS as department 
head/chair/director TO ACTUALLY USE this option to cover responsibilities for a faculty 
member on new-child leave in your department.   
 
1 = Not willing to use. I would object to using this option and would not use it. 
2 = Willing with reservations. I see some problems with this option but would still use it. 
3 = Willing to use. I would have no reservations about using this option. 
4 = Very willing to use. This would be included among my most preferred options. 
 
 
 
Options Pregnancy Leave Adoption Leave 
Paternity/Maternity 
FMLA Leave  
Teach Internet/Web-
based Course 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Bi-Term 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Overload Pre-
Leave 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Overload Post-
Leave  
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Summer or 
Winter Term Without 
Pay 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Deliver or Adopt 
During Recess 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Research Reduction 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Administrative Duties 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Theses Supervision 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Supervise Practicum/ 
Internship 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Supervise Independent 
Study/ Reading Course 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Team Teach 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Other Faculty Cover 
Offload (paid) 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Other Faculty Cover 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Hire Temporary 
Instructor 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Hire Graduate Student 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Leave Without Pay 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Leave With Pay 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Reduce Pay & 
Workload 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Sabbatical Leave 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
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8. Below are listed the same options for covering faculty responsibilities. For each TYPE OF LEAVE, 
please rate each option with regard to how FAIR you think that option is to the FACULTY 
MEMBER ON NEW-CHILD LEAVE. 
 
1---------------------------2---------------------------3---------------------------4---------------------------5 
Extremely Unfair            Unfair            Neither Fair Nor Unfair             Fair                   Extremely Fair 
 
  
 FAIRNESS TO FACULTY MEMBER ON LEAVE 
Options Pregnancy Leave Adoption Leave 
Paternity/Maternity 
FMLA Leave 
Teach Internet/ 
Web-based Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Bi-Term 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload Pre-
Leave 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload 
Post-Leave  
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Summer or 
Winter Term 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Deliver or Adopt 
During Recess 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Research Reduction 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Administrative 
Duties 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Theses Supervision 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise 
Practicum/ 
Internship 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise 
Independent Study/ 
Reading Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Team Teach 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Offload (paid) 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Temporary 
Instructor 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Graduate 
Student 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Leave Without Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Leave With Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Reduce Pay & 
Workload 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Sabbatical Leave 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
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9. Below are listed the same options for covering responsibilities. For each TYPE OF LEAVE, please 
rate each option with regard to how FAIR you think that option is to OTHER FACULTY 
MEMBERS IN THE DEPARTMENT. 
 
1---------------------------2---------------------------3---------------------------4---------------------------5 
Extremely Unfair             Unfair             Neither Fair Nor Unfair            Fair                  Extremely Fair 
  
 FAIRNESS TO OTHER FACULTY IN DEPARTMENT 
Options Pregnancy Leave Adoption Leave 
Paternity/Maternity 
FMLA Leave 
Teach Internet/ 
Web-based Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Bi-Term 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload Pre-
Leave 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload 
Post-Leave  
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Summer or 
Winter Term 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Deliver or Adopt 
During Recess 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Research Reduction 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Administrative 
Duties 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Theses Supervision 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise 
Practicum/ 
Internship 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise 
Independent Study/ 
Reading Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Team Teach 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Offload (paid) 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Temporary 
Instructor 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Graduate 
Student 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Leave Without Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Leave With Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Reduce Pay & 
Workload 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
Sabbatical Leave 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5  1      2      3      4      5 
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10. Below are listed methods for deciding which option to use to cover faculty responsibilities for new-
child leave. Using the following scale, please rate each decision-making method in terms of 
APPROPRIATENESS.   
 
1 = Completely Inappropriate.  
2 = Somewhat Inappropriate. 
3 = Appropriate.  
4 = Very Appropriate. 
Methods for Deciding Options  Appropriateness 
The department head/chair/director decides which option(s) to use to cover 
responsibilities for the faculty member taking leave without consulting the 
faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The department head/chair/director consults with the faculty member 
taking leave, but the department head/chair/director decides which 
option(s) to use to cover responsibilities for the faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The department head/chair/director and the faculty member taking leave 
decide together which option(s) to use to cover responsibilities for the 
faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The faculty member taking leave independently decides which option(s) to 
use to cover her/his responsibilities while on leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The department faculty, as a group, decide the option(s) to be used to cover 
responsibilities for the faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
 
11. What length of time do you consider to be a “reasonable length of time” for the following: 
Female faculty member to be absent due to pregnancy leave? ______ Weeks 
Faculty member to be absent due to adoption leave?                 ______ Weeks  
Faculty member to be absent on paternity/maternity FMLA leave? ______ Weeks 
 
12. When a faculty member takes pregnancy leave should she be given the option to suspend the tenure 
clock?           _____  No            
                      _____ Yes    If yes, how long   ____ 1 Semester ____ 1 Year       
 
13. When a parent takes parental leave for adoption, should s/he be given the option to suspend the tenure 
clock?     _____  No            
                _____ Yes    If yes, how long   ____ 1 Semester    ____ 1 Year       
 
14. When a parent takes paternity/maternity leave, should he/she be given the option to suspend the tenure 
clock?     _____  No            
                _____ Yes    If yes, how long   ____ 1 Semester    ____ 1 Year       
          
15. Please list any additional options for covering responsibilities that your department has utilized and 
were not identified by this questionnaire. (Use back if needed.) 
 
16. Comments: We are interested in your comments concerning options for covering responsibilities for 
faculty on new-child leave. Please list any additional comment you have on the back or on an 
additional sheet.  
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Appendix B: New-Child Faculty Leave Practices Questionnaire 
 
2015 WKU NEW-CHILD FACULTY LEAVE PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
This questionnaire is the third in a series of studies examining faculty perceptions of New-Child Faculty 
Leave at WKU (i.e., pregnancy, adoption, or maternity/paternity FMLA leave). The first two studies were 
conducted in 1995 and 2005, respectively. It is estimated that it will take 15 minutes to complete this 
questionnaire. Your time and effort in completing this survey are very much appreciated. Your responses 
are critical to the success of this study.  
Your questionnaire should be completed by February 16, 2015 
Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt, Department of Psychological Sciences, will be analyzing the data from this survey. 
Individual responses will be kept confidential and will not be reported. Only aggregated data will be 
reported. If you have any questions while completing this survey, please contact Dr. Shoenfelt at (270) 745-
4418 or by email at betsy.shoenfelt@wku.edu.  
A technical report describing the results of this questionnaire will be made available. The information in 
this report will be informative for identifying methods for covering new-child leave responsibilities for 
faculty members.  
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this important questionnaire! 
This project has been approved by the WKU Institutional Review Board (IRB). Please see next page for 
details of the IRB review.  
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INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
 
Project Title: 2015 WKU Faculty Perceptions of New-Child Leave Practices 
 
Investigator: _Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt, betsy.shoenfelt@wku.edu; 270-745-4418 and 
Pamela Wheeler, Psychological Sciences, pamela.wheeler961@topper.wku.edu 
 
You are being asked to participate in a project conducted through Western Kentucky University. 
Completing the questionnaire implies your informed consent to participate in this important project. 
 
The 2015 WKU Faculty New-Child Leave Practices Questionnaire is the third in a series of studies 
conducted on Faculty Pregnancy Leave at WKU. The first two studies were conducted in 1995 and 2005, 
respectively, and have been used to inform decisions on how to cover responsibilities for WKU faculty 
members on pregnancy leave. This study has been expanded to address pregnancy leave, adoption leave, 
and paternity/maternity FMLA leave. It is estimated that it will take 15 minutes to complete this 
questionnaire. Your time and effort in completing this survey are very much appreciated. Your responses 
are critical to the success of this study. 
 
Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt, Department of Psychological Sciences, will be analyzing the data from this survey. 
Individual responses will be anonymous. Only aggregated data will be reported. If you have any questions 
while completing this survey, please contact Dr. Shoenfelt at (270) 745-4418 or by email at 
betsy.shoenfelt@wku.edu. 
 
There are no known risks to completing the enclosed WKU New-Child Leave Practices Questionnaire. 
Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you may be entitled to from 
the University. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to withdraw from the study at any 
time with no penalty. A technical report describing the results of this questionnaire will be made available. 
The information in this report will be informative for identifying methods for covering responsibilities for 
faculty members on new-child leave. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this important questionnaire! 
 
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY 
THE WESTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 
Paul Mooney, Human Protections Administrator 
TELEPHONE: (270) 745-2129 
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2015 WKU NEW-CHILD FACULTY LEAVE PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please complete the following demographic items. This information is requested because it is of interest 
to determine whether responses differ by demographic categories (e.g., do opinions of males differ from 
those of females; do opinions of those with experience differ from those without experience, etc.).  
 
1. Sex:  Male  Female 
 
2. Are you:   Full-time  Part-time 
 
3. In which college is your faculty position? [Drop Down box with colleges listed] 
 
4. Are you tenure-track?   Yes  No 
If yes,  are you tenured: Yes  No 
 
5. Years at WKU:  <5 years 
5-10 years 
10-15 years 
>15 years 
 
6. Have you participated in covering or helping to cover a class for a colleague while she or he was 
on new-child leave (i.e., pregnancy, adoption, or maternity/paternity FMLA leave)?   Yes 
 No 
  
 
7. Which of the following best describes you during your career at WKU: 
 
a) Have no children  
b) Have no children, but plan to have child(ren) during career at WKU  
c) Had child(ren) before coming to WKU 
d) Had child(ren) before coming to WKU and had 1 or more children during career at WKU 
e) Had 1 child during career at WKU 
f) Had 2 or more children during career at WKU 
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[Please refer to the Quick Reference Sheet for explanations of each option.] 
The remainder of the questionnaire asks for your opinion as a faculty member. There are no right or wrong 
answers. We value your candid opinion. Thank You.  
 
7. Below are listed the same options for covering faculty responsibilities for new-child leave. Using the 
following scale, please rate each option in terms of your WILLINGNESS TO ACTUALLY USE this 
option to cover responsibilities for a faculty member on new-child leave in your department.   
 
1 = Not willing to use. I would object to using this option and would not use it. 
2 = Willing with reservations. I see some problems with this option but would still use it. 
3 = Willing to use. I would have no reservations about using this option. 
4 = Very willing to use. This would be included among my most preferred options. 
 
 
 
 
Options Pregnancy Leave Adoption Leave 
Paternity/Maternity 
FMLA Leave 
Teach Internet/Web-based 
Course 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Bi-Term 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Overload Pre-Leave 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Overload Post-
Leave  
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Teach Summer or Winter 
Term Without Pay 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Deliver or Adopt During 
Recess 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Research Reduction 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Administrative Duties 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Theses Supervision 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Supervise Practicum/ 
Internship 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Supervise Independent 
Study/Reading Course 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Team Teach 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Other Faculty Cover 
Offload (paid) 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Other Faculty Cover 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Hire Temporary Instructor 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Hire Graduate Student 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Leave Without Pay 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Leave With Pay 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Reduce Pay & Workload 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
Sabbatical Leave 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 1      2      3      4 
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8. Below are listed the same options for covering faculty responsibilities. For each TYPE OF LEAVE, 
please rate each option with regard to how FAIR you think that option is to the FACULTY MEMBER 
ON NEW-CHILD LEAVE. 
 
1---------------------------2---------------------------3---------------------------4---------------------------5 
Extremely Unfair             Unfair             Neither Fair Nor Unfair            Fair                  Extremely Fair 
 
 FAIRNESS TO FACULTY MEMBER ON LEAVE 
Options Pregnancy Leave Adoption Leave 
Paternity/Maternity 
FMLA Leave 
Teach Internet/Web-
based Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Bi-Term 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload Pre-
Leave 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload Post-
Leave  
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Summer or 
Winter Term Without 
Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Deliver or Adopt 
During Recess 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Research Reduction 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Administrative Duties 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Theses Supervision 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise Practicum/ 
Internship 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise Independent 
Study/Reading Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Team Teach 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Offload (paid) 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Temporary 
Instructor 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Graduate Student 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Leave Without Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Leave With Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Reduce Pay & 
Workload 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Sabbatical Leave 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
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9. Below are listed the same options for covering responsibilities. For each TYPE OF LEAVE, please 
rate each option with regard to how FAIR you think that option is to OTHER FACULTY MEMBERS 
IN THE DEPARTMENT. 
 
1---------------------------2---------------------------3---------------------------4---------------------------5 
Extremely Unfair            Unfair             Neither Fair Nor Unfair            Fair                  Extremely Fair 
  
 FAIRNESS TO OTHER FACULTY IN DEPARTMENT 
Options Pregnancy Leave Adoption Leave 
Paternity/Maternity 
FMLA Leave 
Teach Internet/Web-
based Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Bi-Term 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload Pre-
Leave 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Overload Post-
Leave  
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Teach Summer or 
Winter Term Without 
Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Deliver or Adopt 
During Recess 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Research Reduction 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Administrative Duties 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Theses Supervision 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise Practicum/ 
Internship 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Supervise Independent 
Study/Reading Course 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Team Teach 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Offload (paid) 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Other Faculty Cover 
Without Pay 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Temporary 
Instructor 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Hire Graduate Student 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Leave Without Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Leave With Pay 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Reduce Pay & 
Workload 
1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
Sabbatical Leave 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 1      2      3      4      5 
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10. Below are listed methods for deciding which option to use to cover faculty responsibilities for new-
child leave. Using the following scale, please rate each decision-making method in terms of 
APPROPRIATENESS.   
 
1 = Completely Inappropriate.  
2 = Somewhat Inappropriate. 
3 = Appropriate.  
4 = Very Appropriate. 
Methods for Deciding Options  Appropriateness 
The department head/chair/director decides which option(s) to use to 
cover responsibilities for the faculty member taking leave without 
consulting the faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The department head/chair/director consults with the faculty member 
taking leave, but the department head/chair/director decides which 
option(s) to use to cover responsibilities for the faculty member taking 
leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The department head/chair/director and the faculty member taking 
leave decide together which option(s) to use to cover responsibilities for 
the faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The faculty member taking leave independently decides which option(s) 
to use to cover her/his responsibilities while on leave.  
1     2     3     4 
The department faculty, as a group, decide the option(s) to be used to 
cover responsibilities for the faculty member taking leave.  
1     2     3     4 
 
11. What length of time do you consider to be a “reasonable length of time” for the following: 
Female faculty member to be absent due to pregnancy leave? ______ Weeks 
Faculty member to be absent due to adoption leave?                 ______ Weeks  
Faculty member to be absent on paternity/maternity FMLA leave? ______ Weeks 
 
12. When a faculty member takes pregnancy leave should she be given the option to suspend the tenure 
clock?        _____  No            
                   _____ Yes    If yes, how long   ____ 1 Semester ____ 1 Year       
 
13. When a parent takes parental leave for adoption, should s/he be given the option to suspend the tenure 
clock?   _____ No            
             _____ Yes    If yes, how long   ____ 1 Semester    ____ 1 Year       
 
14. When a parent takes paternity/maternity leave, should he/she be given the option to suspend the tenure 
clock?   _____ No            
             _____ Yes    If yes, how long   ____ 1 Semester    ____ 1 Year       
          
 
Comments: We are interested in your comments concerning options for covering responsibilities for faculty 
on new-child leave. Please list any additional comment you have in the box below.  
 
 90 
 
Appendix C: Provost Letter 
TO: All Department Heads/Chairs/School Directors 
FROM:  A. Gordon Emslie 
Provost & Vice President for Academic Affairs 
DATE: January 6, 2015 
SUBJECT: Pregnancy/Adoption Leave for Faculty Members 
Over the course of the past few decades, the nation’s workforce demographic has changed markedly. One 
element of this change is that more and more women are pursuing professional positions, in particular as faculty 
members. Another evolving element relates to the roles of both parents in the birth/placement of a child. Thus 
an issue of increasing importance is “How do you, as a department head, cover classes for a faculty member 
who becomes pregnant or, more generally, for a parent involved in the birth or placement of a child?” 
Under current WKU policy, pregnancy is treated similarly to any other disability or illness. Paragraph II.B.1 of 
Policy 4.6350, Explanation of Academic Administrative Procedures for Sick/Medical Leave, states that 
“absences related to childbirth and adoption are qualified under FMLA leave” and that “the intent is to treat 
pregnancy/maternity absences in a manner similar to those for medical or health related causes (of the faculty 
member) unrelated to pregnancy/maternity.” Paragraph II.A.1.a of WKU Policy 4.6302, Family and Medical 
Leave, states that "leave taken [for the birth of a child and the care of the newborn] must be reported as family 
and medical leave.” Paragraph III.7 of that policy further states: “leave for birth or placement of a child is 
available equally to both parents.” 
The attached questionnaire, which should take approximately 30 to 40 minutes to complete, asks for 
information concerning your practices and opinions relating to covering classes for faculty during the period of 
time they are away from work before and/or after delivery/adoption of a child. The information you provide 
will not be used in an evaluative manner. All individual responses will be kept confidential and no individual 
respondents will be identified. The information will be aggregated to obtain a description of our current 
practices and to provide feedback to you on various options that are available for class coverage and how 
frequently they are currently being used. The results of this survey should provide you with very timely and 
practical information. 
In order for us to obtain an accurate representation of current university practices, I ask that every academic 
department head complete the enclosed questionnaire by Friday, January 16, 2015 (even if you have not 
had any pregnant faculty members or adoptions in your department). A packet containing the questionnaire will 
be delivered to your office on Wednesday, Jan 7, 2015. 
Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt of the Psychological Sciences Department, a licensed psychologist with more than three 
decades of experience analyzing questionnaire data, will analyze the responses to this questionnaire. A "third 
party" will compile the actual questionnaire responses to help ensure their confidentiality. Should you have any 
questions as you are completing the questionnaire, please contact Dr. Shoenfelt (745-4418 or 
betsy.shoenfelt@wku.edu). Please return your completed questionnaire in the envelope enclosed with the 
questionnaire to Amber Scott in the Provost’s office by no later than Friday, January 16, 2015.  
I thank you in advance for your timely response to this important questionnaire. 
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Appendix D: University Pregnancy Leave Policy 
3 TYPES OF NEW-CHILD FACULTY LEAVE  
FOR PARENTS AT WKU 
 
WKU POLICY & PROCEDURE DOCUMENT 4.6350:  Explanation of Academic Administrative 
Procedures for Sick/Medical Leave Policy for Regular, Full-Time Faculty Members identifies three types 
of leave for faculty who are pregnant or adopting a child. This questionnaire addresses all three types of 
leave.  
 
For clarification, an explanation of each type of leave under the WKU policy is offered below. 
 
PREGNANCY LEAVE: Pregnancy leave is medical leave associated with the medical condition of 
pregnancy and childbirth and, by law, must be treated in a manner similar to how WKU handles other 
medical leave. The WKU policy allows up to six weeks of paid pregnancy leave for full-time female 
faculty members, which may be extended to up to a full semester with health care provider certification.  
 
ADOPTION LEAVE: The WKU policy grants six weeks of paid leave to a faculty parent upon the 
adoption of a child. If both parents are WKU faculty members, a total of six weeks of paid leave may be 
divided between the mother and father.   
 
PATERNITY/MATERNITY: Paternity/maternity leave is leave to be with a new child and is granted for 
up to 12 weeks (unpaid) by law under the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA). Mothers and fathers have 
the same right to take FMLA leave to bond with a new child. 
a) At WKU, for a female faculty member giving birth, the 6 weeks of paid pregnancy leave 
(described above) counts as 6 of the 12 weeks of FMLA leave. Unless more than 6 
weeks of leave are medically necessary, unpaid FMLA leave would kick in at the 7th 
week of leave for the mother.  
b) If both parents are employed by WKU, a total of up to 12 weeks combined of unpaid 
FMLA leave is available. 
c) If only the father works at WKU, he may take up to 12 weeks of unpaid FMLA leave to 
care for the new child. 
 
 
 
 
(Please see the other side of this sheet for descriptions of the various options for covering new-child 
leave for WKU faculty members.) 
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Appendix E: Option Reference Sheet 
OPTIONS FOR COVERING RESPONSIBILITIES  
FOR FACULTY MEMBERS ON NEW-CHILD LEAVE  
 
The following table provides a list of options that have been used in the past at WKU to cover 
responsibilities for faculty member on leave for a new child. The descriptions provide a working definition 
for each option. Please use this table as a reference for questions 6-9.  
 
Option Description 
Teach Internet/Web-based Course 
Faculty member on leave teaches internet/web-based 
course(s) the semester of the leave. 
Teach Bi-Term 
Faculty member on leave teaches bi-term course(s) during 
the half of the semester in which s/he does not take leave. 
Teach Overload Pre-Leave 
Faculty member on leave teaches an overload the semester 
before leave to “bank” course loading for semester on leave. 
Teach Overload Post-Leave 
Faculty member on leave teaches an overload the semester 
following leave  to “payback” course loading for leave. 
Teach Summer or Winter Term 
Without Pay 
Faculty member on leave teaches summer or winter term 
without pay to “bank” course loading for leave. 
Deliver or Adopt During Recess 
New child is delivered or adopted when classes are in 
recess (i.e., summer or winter break). 
Research Reduction 
Allow the faculty member on leave to use an earned course 
load reduction for research. 
Administrative Duties 
Allow the faculty member on leave to use an earned course 
load reduction for administrative duties. 
Theses Supervision 
Allow the faculty member on leave to use an earned course 
load reduction for theses supervision. 
Supervise Practicum/Internship 
Allow the faculty member on leave to use an earned course 
load reduction for supervising practicum or internship. 
Supervise Independent Study/Reading 
Course 
Allow the faculty member on leave to use an earned course 
load reduction for supervising independent study/reading 
course. 
Team Teach 
Faculty member on leave team teaches with another faculty 
member who covers classes while the faculty member is 
out. 
Other Faculty Cover Offload (Paid) 
Other faculty members cover classes as an “off load” (i.e., 
paid) while the faculty member is out. 
Other Faculty Cover Without Pay 
Other faculty members cover classes while the faculty 
member on leave is out (i.e., no payment). 
Hire Temporary Instructor Hire a temporary instructor to cover classes. 
Hire Graduate Student Hire a graduate student to cover classes. 
Leave Without Pay 
Grant the faculty member on leave a leave of absence 
without pay. 
Leave With Pay 
Grant the faculty member on leave a leave of absence with 
pay. 
Reduce Pay & Workload Reduce faculty member’s pay and workload. 
Sabbatical Leave 
Have the faculty member on leave take a planned sabbatical 
leave. 
 
(Please see the other side of this sheet for descriptions of the three types of New-Child Leave 
available to full-time WKU faculty members.) 
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Appendix F: Faculty Participation Invitation Email 
2015 WKU FACULTY NEW-CHILD LEAVE PRACTICES SURVEY 
As a faculty member at WKU, you are invited to participate in the WKU Faculty New-Child Leave 
Practices Survey. Your participation is very important whether you do or do not have children - or - 
do or do not plan to have children in the future.  
The 2015 WKU Faculty New-Child Leave Practices Questionnaire is the third in a series of studies 
conducted on Faculty New-Child Leave at WKU. The first two studies were conducted in 1995 and 2005, 
respectively, and have been used to inform decisions on how to cover responsibilities for WKU faculty 
members on new-child leave. The current study addresses pregnancy leave, adoption leave, and 
paternity/maternity FMLA leave. It is estimated that it will take approximately 15 minutes to complete 
this survey. The attached QUICK REFERENCE file should be printed and will serve as a handy 
reference while completing the survey. Your time and effort in completing this survey are very much 
appreciated. Your responses are critical to the success of this study.  
Please complete the survey by February 16, 2015. 
Thank you for taking the time to respond to this important questionnaire! 
LINK TO SURVEY: https://wku.co1.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_bjZgihnSAsw7PWB 
Dr. Betsy Shoenfelt, Department of Psychological Sciences, will be analyzing the data from this survey. 
Individual responses are anonymous. Only aggregated data will be reported. If you have any questions 
while completing this survey, please contact Dr. Shoenfelt at (270) 745-4418 or by email at 
betsy.shoenfelt@wku.edu.  
A technical report describing the results of this questionnaire will be made available through the Provost’s 
Office/Academic Affairs. The information in this report will be informative for identifying methods for 
covering responsibilities for faculty members on new-child leave. You may find the WKU New-Child 
Leave Policy at http://www.wku.edu/policies/docs/136.pdf.  
 
THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY 
THE WESTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 
Paul Mooney, Human Protections Administrator 
TELEPHONE: (270) 745-2129 
 
 
